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PREFACE 


In 1871, while Charles Gounod was expressing in his Gallia 
the dignified grief and undismayed fortitude of his countrymen 
after Sedan, Ferdinand Hiller in his Lobgesang was setting to 
music a typically German outburst : ‘ The Lord great wonders 
for us hath wrought!’ Since 1933 the leaders of German 
thought have revealed the German with greater frankness, and 
the Nazi Party has not hesitated to claim all glorification for 
itself, with the Almighty relegated to the role of an Accessory 
after the fact. 

But however stridently the modern German Hymn of Self- 
Praise may resound, extolling the great wonders wrought by the 
Nazi régime, the still small voice of reason cannot be shut out. 
It suggests that there has been no miraculous transformation of 
the German character at all. The changes in modern Germany 
are miraculous only in the sense in which John Stuart Mill 
(Logic) defined a miracle as ‘no contradiction to the law of 
cause and effect. It is a new effect, supposed to be introduced 
by the introduction of a new cause.’ In historical perspective 
German development appears as a perfectly logical sequence, 
from the dark days of Arminius to the sinister epoch of Hitler. 
The violence of the Hitler method is nothing but the result of 
the practical application of the Nietzschean Superman doctrine 
painfully effecting the transition from German mysticism to 
Nazi fanaticism. Hitler and more especially his backers have 
known how to convert the Pan-German dream of ‘ economic 
militarism ’ into a scientific a-moral reality. 

Fatalism has always been a marked trait of German thought, 
and never have German leaders talked more insistently of the 
Destiny of the German race than to-day. Like Mahomet, the 
Fihrer has his cave of Mount Hira where his ‘ revelations’ 
come to him. Like Mahomet, who felt it to be a fatal weak- 
ness that he could show no miracles with which to attest his 
Mission as divine, he too has won acceptance of himself and his 
Party by throwing the sword into the scale. That is in the 
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time-honoured German tradition. Unlike Mahomet however, 
the Fiihrer has not used the sword—yet. The threat of it has 
so far sufficed for him to win whatever his particular Mecca 
of the moment happens to be. 

My aim in this book has been to try and show that German 
“economic militarism ’—more particularly in its most char- 
acteristic form of the Drang nach Osten, the Drive to the East— 
is not merely a facet of German foreign policy, but must be 
considered as part of a national impulse with its roots in Ger- 
man tradition. 

To limit any study of the Germany of to-day to the actions 
and reactions of the Nazi régime is to view only partial aspects 
of Germany, as though the ways and works of the régime and 
its Fihrer were some freakish anomaly in German evolution. 
But both régime and Fuhrer are true to type. The fact that 
many modern developments in Germany, including the Nazi 
attitude to Jewry, have their antecedents in German history is 
of some importance. The cardinal problem, however, which 
confronts the world is that the Germany of to-day is a perfectly 
logical evolution of Germany’s past as a whole. All modern 
German manifestations are derived from German philosophical 
teaching, so that Germany’s position in the comity of nations is 
a fundamental question, the terms of which go far beyond the 
extravagances of any régime or the harangues of any Fiihrer. 
The régime itself could not thrive unless the soil from which it 
draws its nourishment were propitious to its growth. 

In endeavouring to show in one short volume the connection 
between German historical trends—philosophical and intel- 
lectual—and the modern evolution of Germany, the task of 
condensation has involved the risk of summary treatment of 
some aspects. On the other hand, the presentation of German 
philosophical teaching in broad outline may contribute to a 
consideration of German philosophers not as inaccessible gods 
dwelling in realms of thought so transcendental that they are 
not to be judged by the ordinary standards of poor toilers here 
below, but as human scholars whose teaching and writings had 
and have a tremendous everyday influence on the formation of 
German thought and character. The difficulty is that an 


Preface 9 


almost sacrosanct legend has been created about them, and 
just as the Higher Criticism itself was once viewed with horror 
by the ultra-orthodox, so it might perhaps be thought captious 
to offer any lowly criticism of the Higher German Philosophy. 
But whatever view may be taken about German philosophy, it 
is undeniable that the influence of German philosophers on 
German formation has been profound, so that it is impossible 
to escape the conclusion that Nazi mentality owes much of its 
formation to their teachings. Unless it was formed in spite of 
them. In that case their influence is not profound. One 
cannot have it both ways. 

To argue that in her modern evolution Germany is being 
false to her past is scarcely more than a specious justification, 
or else a charitable defence, of German philosophy. It is 
probably due to the almost idolatrous reverence considered 
proper when approaching the rarefied atmosphere of German 
philosophical thought. By any reasoned consideration of 
German antecedents, however, it would seem that the Germany 
of to-day is only too true to her past—too true to be good. 
That is unfortunate, for it means that Nazi intolerance and 
intemperance are no passing German phase to be conjured 
away with fair words and political concessions. Unless 
German ‘economic militarism ’"—the legitimate offspring of 
Germany philosophy, which, it is true, had other issue—is 
resolutely, quickly and effectively opposed in the economic 
field, the Nazi régime will continue to repeat the old German 
cry of Vorwarts—with the Old German God, or with the latest 
Nazi totem. And that ‘ Forward’ policy spells war. 

E.H. 


— 


CHAPTER I 
World Conquest or Downfall 


Tue Drang nach Osten—The Drive to the East—can scarcely 
be regarded merely as a facet of German foreign policy. It 
is something vitally permanent in German history, if for 
no other reason than because it depends on Germany’s geo- 
graphical position in Europe. It is true that, owing to the 
special nature of Nazi works and ways, the question has 
become acute to-day. Even so, however, it is only 
part and parcel of the great German problem, for there is 
nothing fundamentally new in Nazi Germany. The political 
Germany of to-day has taken on new and more garish form, but 
the underlying factors are the same. German character has 
remained unchanged through the ages, and German achieve- 
ments in the arts and sciences have contributed but little to 
educate it. They have at any rate never succeeded in giving it 
poise, and the most stable thing about the German tempera- 
ment is its instability. 

In political life the innate restlessness of the German character 
has always betrayed itself in a complete lack of any considered 
orientation. Solid and foursquare to the storms of adversity in 
other fields of human endeavour, the German is a ‘ reed shaken 
by the wind ’ in his political life: yet not more so now than in 
the past. Before 1914 foreigners were inclined to attribute 
German unaccountabilities in international affairs to Wilhelm 
II, owing to the Kaiser’s proclivity for seeking the limelight. 
But however personal some of the Kaiser’s gestures may have 
been, his restlessness was a national German trait. Moreover in 
many instances he was the victim of his advisers, who forced him 
to assume postures against his own better judgment. When, 
for instance, he appeared in shining armour in Morocco and 
nearly plunged Europe into war, the only complaint of the 
majority of Germans was that the Wilhelmstrasse had not 
shown itself bellicose enough; and the Chancellor was taken to 
task not only at the moment, but for months after, for having 
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been weak and vacillating. Bitter were the recriminations, 
except among the Socialists, that Germany had not known how 
to make full use of ‘the military machine which costs us so 
much.’ 

Like the rest of mankind, Germans have the defects of their 
qualities, and the German power of pin-point concentration has 
led to German myopia in political matters. The absence of 
consistent political thought in the Germany of to-day is but a 
prolongation of Germany’s past, and the existence of the Drang 
nach Osten in militant form is due to the fact that it is not 
really a political aim at all. It is a traditional impulse, which for 
that very reason has blazed forth into a burning question under 
a régime the foundations of which are grounded on national 
instinct, and not on reasoned considerations. Realpolitik, 
which was the dream of an older generation, is being faithfully 
interpreted by the generation of to-day. Germany’s historical 
tradition of conquest in arms was the animating force of the 
“World Conquest or Downfall’ doctrine of the Hohenzollern 
hurrah-patriots. The Nazi visionaries hark back much farther. 
They seek their inspiration in the legendary tribal traditions of 
pagan Germany. Their Gauen are a continuation of the tribal 
divisions of the Alemanni, whose characteristic it was to be for 
ever quarrelling among themselves, except when they could be 
roused to a predatory foreign war. Then they acted as ‘ one 
people under one leader.’ 

The Prussians, who eventually moulded the rest of Germany 
in their military crucible, were not Alemanni at all; nor were 
they Slavs. They were Prussians. And one of the reasons for 
Hitler’s universal appeal to the German people is the imponder- 
able one that, not being a Prussian, he neither thinks nor talks 
like one. On the other hand, Prussian rigidity remains as the 
indispensable stiffener of the Nazi regime, for Prussian militar- 
ism is the Fihrer’s invaluable ally in drilling a people for whom 
drill has long since represented the highest form of political 
efficiency. The Nazi Party may and does see a rival to itself in 
the Potsdam tradition, but it cannot do without the support of 
the Military. Boundless as is the credulity of the German 
people, prone as it is to collective hysteria, and ready as it always 
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has been to follow a leader to the conquest of new and un- 
specified worlds, the drill-sergeant and the uniform are essen- 
tial, if the nation is to keep step. 

Germany regards Central Europe as her own special preserve. 
The only thing that was ever in doubt about Germany’s Drang 
nach Osten was the rhythm of its execution. 


CHAPTER II 
Privilege of Birth 
THE SUPERIOR RACE THEORY 


An American zoologist, defending the creed of Nordic superi- 
ority in 1916, wrote that the ‘ privilege of birth’ had been 
nearly destroyed in the United States. He explained privilege 
of birth to mean ‘ the intellectual and moral advantages a man 
of good stock brings into the world with him’ and went on to 
deplore that the United States were ‘ engaged in destroying the 
privilege of wealth; that is, the reward of successful intelligence 
and industry’ (Madison Grant, The Passing of the Great Race). 
The argument seems to amount to this: If a man is wealthy, 
it is because he is intellectual, moral, and of good stock. If he 
is poor, he is stupid, immoral, and of bad stock. Moreover, if 
he is wealthy, it is because he has an innate right to be so, for 
being ‘ of good stock he brought intellectual and moral advant- 
ages into the world.’ The poor must therefore console them- 
selves with the thought that ‘ it is certain we can carry nothing 
out.’ 

Zoologically the question must hinge round the meaning of 
‘good stock.’ At a cattle show farmers know what they think 
is good stock. At conferences on eugenics the lecturers think 
they know. Nazi philosophers do not have to think. They 
are German illuminati who know. If others do not know, it 
shows they are not German, and therefore not fit to know. It 
is of course typical that German doctrinaires should expect the 
outside world to accept a thesis they have not been at pains to 
explain; and not only accept the thesis, but provide for the 
hundreds of thousands of refugees who are cast into the outer 
darkness of the non-German world as the result of the Nazi 
creed of race superiority. That creed may be stigmatized as 
absurd, but when Italian professors, who are as clear-sighted as 
most, can be enlisted as apologists of the creed, it may be well to 
examine at least the articles of the race belief which modern 
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Germany demands that the world at large should rehearse. 

It had long since become the custom for Germans to celebrate 
the Prussian victory of. 1870~71 as a Race victory, forgetting 
how much had been due to Bismarck’s unscrupulous diplomacy. 
The legend grew up that diplomacy was despicable and effemi- 
nate—unworthy of a virile race. German will must be imposed 
by force of arms, and that attitude was at the root of the German 
Will to Be fantasy. Nothing is easier than the creation of a 
national legend, and nothing is more fraught with dangerous 
fallacies. All nations have their national fantasies, but a fine 
sense of balance in the French and an acute sense of humour in 
the English have saved both from being slaves of their own 
foibles. They have thus been able to keep their national 
legends where they belong: in the realm of dreams. But the 
Germans, by persisting in dragging their legends to earth, have 
turned their dreams into nightmares and their delightful fairy 
tales into sinister incantations. From Siegfried to Superman, 
from Superman to Blond Beast—the descent to Avernus is 
made tragically easy when it is accompanied by shouts of 
‘Excelsior! ’ 

Germany’s modern race aberration probably owes more to 
Gobineau than to anybody else. Gobineau’s best-known 
work, An Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races, pub- 
lished in 1854, was written when he was secretary to the French 
Legation at Berne. His forbears were honest drapers, but that 
did not prevent him from proclaiming that he was descended 
from the vikings and was a ‘ king’s son.’ Indeed his whole 
philosophy was based on his view of himself as an ‘ indignant 
Titan ’ in a world of mongrel humanity. For him, Aryan purity 
of race was to be found only in the ‘ unpolluted ’’ Germanic 
race, though even in this sense the Alemanni, to whom he 
specifically referred, could hardly be considered as ‘ pure 
Aryans.’ 

Gobineau’s doctrine of the superiority of the German race 
soon became a national dogma in Germany and was hoisted to 
the dignity of a legend of race, though two years before 
his essay was published Gobineau had written, in a poem, 
Manfredine : 
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Mais Romains, Allemands, Gaulois—pour en finir, 
Ce qui n’est pas Germain est créé pour servir. 


Such a fine distinction, however, between servile Allemands and 
the dominating Germanic race did not bother the Germans. 
As a matter of fact it did not bother Gobineau either. What he 
was really concerned with was riding the hobby horse of his own 
personal superiority. ‘That animal led him to some curious 
conclusions, the strangest of which was that the world was 
peopled by two kinds of creatures: superior races and inferior 
races. Any blood mixture between the two would reduce the 
former to degeneration—‘ putridity ’ was the word Gobineau 
used. 

Gobineau had far more practical influence over German 
thought than Schopenhauer or Nietzsche, for he was intelligible 
even when his theory was at its wildest. Suicide was the only 
corollary of Schopenhauer’s philosophy, though he himself was 
morbidly afraid of death. Nietzsche proved the truth of his 
own nightmare by going mad. Gobineau was not mad. He 
was merely a savant with a bee in his bonnet. Starting from 
assumptions about the blue purity of the blood in his own body, 
he built up a nostalgic theory of the virtues of feudalism. It 
was the feudalism in Germany that appealed to him. With his 
instinctive abhorrence of the equalizing tendencies of French 
republicanism and of the doctrine of free citizenship which he 
saw developing everywhere else, the absolute power of the petty 
German tyrants fascinated him. Modern democracy is the 
child of Christianity, and both were therefore anathema to 
Gobineau. Nietzsche proclaimed he was Antichrist. Gobineau 
was something far more anti-social. He was anti-Christian. 

At this point Gobineau’s argument rushes to foregone 
conclusions by over-simplification of the question at issue. 
Modern democracies, he argued, were composed of peoples of 
mixed blood. Peoples of mixed blood were degenerates and 
therefore decadent. Democracies were, in Gobineau’s eyes, 
decadent. Hence they were degenerate. Which proved that 
both their decadence and their degeneracy derived from mixture 
of blood. Gobineau then went back to his feudal view of 


Privilege of Birth 17 


society where he felt more at home. Equality of citizenship, he 
said, was a product of tainted democracy, and democracy was 
damned because it was tainted. Ideas about equality of men 
were thus ‘ putrid.’ The doctrine of equality had been born of 
the Christian doctrine of human values—a doctrine which 
‘ exalted the humble and meek ’ and made all men equal before 
the Creator. In Gobineau’s view that doctrine was doubly 
damned, because not only had it engendered ‘ putrid’ ideas 
about political equality, but it was in itself intolerable. It 
meant that Monsieur le Comte de Gobineau was reduced to the 
spiritual level and political status of any tainted democrat. That 
was obviously absurd, for its acceptance would have dissipated 
Gobineau’s feudal conception of society, besides doing away 
with the superiority of the ‘ king’s son’ and the ‘ descendant of 
the vikings.’ 

The whole of Gobineau’s philosophy of the superiority of the 
German race is built up on the pin-point of this intensely per- 
sonal conception. But though there was not a shred of con- 
structive argument in his thesis, he crystallized with Gallic 
lucidity all the obscure mutterings of the German philosophers, 
and his influence in Germany was profound. ‘ Aryanism’ and 
‘ Back to Odin ’ are the quintessence of his Dark Ages doctrine. 
Through the influence of the German Gobineau Society and 
the propaganda work of Professor Schemann these ideas were 
transmuted to serve the purposes of Pan-Germanism and 
eagerly applied to the cult of militarism. But it was reserved 
for the Nazi régime to give full expression to the Gobineau 
mania about German race superiority by officially adopting the 
more sinister implications of the sadism of the Blond Beast as 
the lodestar of state policy. 

In the early 1900’s German race-apologists hailed Houston 
Stewart Chamberlain as their prophet, not least because he 
asserted that the German race is distinguished by its intellectual 
superiority as well as by its moral qualities. Yet in no country 
are morals more lax than in Germany. The scandal of June 
30, 1934, shed a sinister light on that aspect, which incidentally 
is traditional. When Hitler had Réhm and other bosom friends 
butchered it was not for their immorality, but because they were 
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planning to get rid of him as a traitor to the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the Nazi cause. When Goering stepped into Réhm’s 
shoes he took the precaution of strengthening his home defences 
by enlarging his collection of panthers! Typically enough, in 
spite of immorality being a flagrant weed in Germany, it is 
other nations whom Germans accuse of degeneracy. It was in 
any case hardly to be expected that the Bismarck generation of 
Germans, who had seen the triumph of brute force and material- 
ism, should have been able to create a tradition of spiritual 
values for the following generations. Materialism and injustice 
as the handmaidens of victory by force of arms—that was the 
tradition left by the Germany of the 1860’s and 1870’s to the 
Germany of the 1900’s. The curious thing about it was that it 
became known as the tradition of the superiority of the German 
race. 

Carlyle was largely responsible for persuading the English to 
concede the intellectual palm to the Gerrnans, and it was 
another Briton, Houston Chamberlain, who persuaded the Ger- 
mans to go one better and claim as Germans Shakespeare, 
Dante, St. Francis of Assisi, Marco Polo, Michael Angelo and 
all other outstanding figures in the history of mankind. 

The Houston Chamberlain for the modern generation in 
Germany is Oswald Spengler, who finds that the principal 
cause of the decadence of each cultural phenomenon, as it 
appears in the world’s history, is the extinction or degener- 
ation of the ‘old nobility.’ He holds out comfort to the 
Germans, however, by telling them that their Kultur is destined 
to outlive Western civilization, before disappearing into a 
cataclysmic Decline of the West. Like the modern economic 
experts who mystically attribute all our economic woes to a 
kind of recurring decimal which they call trade cycles, Spengler 
is obsessed by a number complex. His fatal term is 1,000, 
within which all ‘ cultures’ must run their course and become 
extinct. Perhaps the most interesting thing about Spengler is 
that he unconsciously enrols German Kultur under the heading 
of Western civilization. In fact he affirms, though he does not 
trouble to prove, that Western civilization was born in Germany. 
Germany’s Kultur-number he times to expire in the twenty- 
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second century, unless it is swamped by Bolshevist culture 
before then. Professor Giinther continues the good work by 
insisting on the superiority of ‘ Nordic thought.’ 

According to these theories mankind is ethnically divided in 
accordance with the millimetric skull measurements adopted in 
1845 by Magnus Gustaf Retzius, and the Nordic’s character- 
istics, as set forth by Herr Giinther, are self-control, energy and 
love of truth and justice. It is, therefore, impossible for any- 
body but a Nordic to be honourable, truthful or valiant, for 
moral qualities depend on physical skull measurements. Thus 
we are brought to the tribal conception of German truth, 
German honour and German valour, virtues which cannot 
exist unless naturalized by German deed poll. 

As is natural, the Italian ‘ justification ’ of the race theory is 
more subtle than the German. In fact it is not really a race 
thesis at all. It is politically convenient for the Duce to make 
it hinge on the Rome-Berlin axis, though it may be doubted if 
even he endorses the German claim that Cavour was a great 
man only because ‘ his ancestor was a German knight, Hubal, 
who accompanied Barbarossa to Italy.’ 

Italian totalitarian government seeks its justification in the 
inevitability of a governing élite. There is, at every epoch in 
the life of a nation, a ‘ political class’ which is the practical 
expression of a ‘ political formula,’ so that in all countries which 
have arrived even at a modicum of culture the existence of a 
governing class is logically accounted for by the conviction of 
the governed that the particular form of government to which it 
is subjected is the inevitable one. Thus obedience becomes 
ennobled, for there must of necessity be a governing class, 
which in turn is justified because it expresses the ‘ political 
formula’ of the time. As a flying buttress for this argument, it 
is held to be axiomatic that autocratic régimes are more durable 
than those grounded on the Liberal system. The reason is that 
the latter are delicate organisms, which can operate only in 
periods of economic prosperity. ‘The Italian thesis is on firmer 
ground when it states that the electorate in democratic countries 
usually votes on a slogan, so that a parliament does not really 
represent the thought of the people. In conclusion, the 
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Italian reasoning runs parallel, if it does not actually coincide, 
with German race pretension. The governing class, it is 
stated, finds its justification in the Will to Dominate and in the 
conviction that it possesses the requisite qualities to do so. 


In many respects Nazi race pretension is little else than 
Mendel’s sweet-pea experimentation applied to social relation- 
ships, and imposed on the world as a scientific fact. Mendelian 
“unit characters’ are apparently a justification for a unitarian 
conception of mankind. In Nazi eyes, Shem and Ham do not 
count: only Japheth—and, of course, the Japanese. That 
race appeal has something subtly attractive for German 
mentality. It creates that glow of pride that is implied when it 
is stated that virtue is its own reward. Merely by being born, 
the good Aryan German has ‘ brought into the world intellec- 
tual and moral advantages.’ It is like winning the big prize in a 
lottery, without even having had to pay for a ticket. It goes a 
long way to reconciling many otherwise impenitent Germans to 
the Nazi régime, for it seems to constitute the direct biological 
link between the Heidelberg jaw and the Nuremberg oratory of 
the Fiihrer. Democracies, said Hitler last June, when he 
inaugurated the Exhibition of German Art, were welcome 
among the cultural descendants of the Neanderthalers, but 
Nazi Germany remained where it was—presumably at Heidel- 
berg 300,000 years further back still! 

It is, however, as a party programme that the Nazi race 
doctrine is of significance. It binds the individual to the State 
more securely even than the serf was tied to the land, and it 
becomes a biological justification of enslavement of thought and 
speech, since the essence of the race doctrine is the existence of 
a biological aristocracy, and from that it is but one step to the 
inevitability of a governing class within the State. There are 
one or two flaws in the argument. The ideal Aryan, for 
instance, is a Nordic, because he has a long skull. But so has 
the African negro. That little difficulty is got over by declaring 
that this is not necessarily an indication of relationship, but 
merely a case of ‘parallel specialization.’ Noses have also 
been brought in to help in the good work, though it is not ex- 
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plained how it is that the Nordic nose, alleged to be aquiline, is 
also found as a characteristic of Alpine and Roman races, and 
not in the faces of all the Nazi leaders. The foot-rule has not 
been despised either, and flat feet betray lowly origin. 

Politically the Nazi race ideal is Sparta. Spartan virtues need 
no explanation and they fit admirably into the German concep- 
tion of the German’s peculiar virtues of courage, perseverance, 
strict submission to the law, indifference to personal independ- 
ence, and a constant striving after uniformity. It can hardly be 
said, however, that Spartans shared in ‘the glory that was 
Greece,’ for at contact with the outside world the irreality of 
their Realpolitik was their doom. The individual conscience 
had become atrophied and they were lost. Their splendid 
qualities shrivelled for lack of cultivation of man’s supreme 
gift: the critical faculty. National custom and national pride 
are not enough to preserve a nation, nor is mere patriotism 
enough in any nation’s pilgrimage. There must be frequent 
visits to Doubting Castle. 

Pre-Nazi race apologists were not more coherent than their 
successors to-day,! but a glance at some of their assumptions 
enables us to see how€asy it was for the Nazi Party to cloak its 
persecution of the Jew in scientific garb) The Baltic peoples, 
it was alleged, were a ‘ high type,’ because they were ‘ german- 
ized ’—a statement which it is hard to reconcile with another to 
the effect that the struggle of the Danes of Schleswig to escape 
germanization was an instance of a ‘ high type ’ resisting absorp- 
tion by a ‘lower type.’ An independent Hungary, said the 
race apologists, would be a step forward, because Hungary was 
a land of feudal magnates ; but a free Poland would be a step 
backward, because Poland was merely a geographical expression. 

Political prejudice when it invokes anthropology and biology 
can play strange tricks with common sense. Anything more 
mixed, for instance, than the race stock of South and Eastern 
Germany—and, incidentally, of Southern Italy—it would be 


1 The main object of the ‘ Quarterly Review’ (Dveimonatsrevue) pub- 
lished at Cotta, Saxony, in 1840, and edited by KGlle, a German diplomatist, 
was to preach the gospel of ‘race purity’ (Rassenreinheit), though, as 
Heine remarked, the editor’s ‘ greatest grief is that the champion of 
Germanism, his darling Wolfgang Menzel, bears all the traces of Mongolian 
descent.’ 
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hard to conceive, outside South America. It scarcely advances 
the Nazi race theory to know that all the ‘ pure Aryans’ in 
Germany, like Thackeray’s Military Gent, ‘come from Hin- 
dostan.’ Aryan and Nordic are interchangeable terms for 
Nazi purposes: they both mean German and militant German- 
ism. The race scientists proclaimed long since that the preven- 
tion of famines and wars, as well as the abolition of the slave 
trade, was suicidal to the Nordic. Non-Nordics, it was claimed, 
being degenerates, bred more, so that unless subjected to battle, 
sterilization and the slave-driver’s lash they would eventually 
submerge the pure Nordic. The low cranial average of the 
existing peoples of Europe was attributed to the presence in 
large numbers of individuals of inferior mentality—defectives 
preserved by sentimentalism, who should be exterminated to 
leave more room for the long-skulled Nordic. 

The doctrine of the superiority of German Kultur is little 
more than a prolongation of the Hallstatt culture, from which 
the ‘ Nordic’ Germans were the first to profit by sweeping over 
the ancient world with their superior weapons of war, to destroy 
the classic civilizations of the Mediterranean, just as the Teu- 
tonic tribes were to devastate Rome two thousand years later. 
The race theory is nothing if not contradictory. Southern 
Germans, Austrians, Swiss and Tyrolese are recognized even by 
the Nordic theorists as merely teutonized Alpines, which makes 
them Asiatics and Mongols! They are betrayed, we are told, by 
their round skulls. Again, Greece was great only because the 
race was ‘ mixed and invigorated with Nordic elements.’ As 
for Rome, its civil and military organization was so efficient, its 
laws so just, its family life so good, and its ethical standards so 
high that ‘ it must have had ’ Nordic rather than Mediterranean 
origin—a thesis which is at the moment giving some headaches 
to Signor Mussolini’s professors. ‘The Nordic is the conquer- 
ing hero and everything must bow down before him. Alexan- 
der of Macedon is proved to be Nordic, because he had an 
aquiline nose and curly yellow hair, though apparently only his 
left eye was of Nordic blue, the right one remaining stubbornly 
black. Then again the Nordic is ‘ purely European,’ other 
races in Europe being mere intruders. The proof is that the 
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German has abundant head and body hair, and it is not accepted 
as a valid objection to say ‘and so have the Maoris and the 
hairy Ainus.’ 

The German tribes were notorious for their inability to 
fraternize. They loved fighting for fighting’s sake and their 
perpetual wars were wars of mutual extermination, in spite of 
the fact that they were more akin to each other than any other 
large settlement of peoples in Europe. With all the advantages 
of homogeneous ‘ race’ and similarity of dialects, they were 
incapable of the national unity which the French had begun to 
achieve very shortly after the treaty of Verdun in 843. But, 
say the Nordic apologists, if they could have achieved that 
unity, they would have become the predominant state in 
Christendom. Which cannot be disproved, because it never 
happened. There is, however, comfort in the thought that 
throughout Europe there is ‘ an aristocracy and upper class of 
pure Teutonic blood.’ As one inspired apologist put it, ‘no 
one can question race value who observes on the streets of 
London the contrast between the Piccadilly gentleman of 
Nordic race and the cockney costermonger of the old Neolithic 
type.’ The Normans, who came over to England with William 
the Bastard, were ‘ Latinized vikings,’ who had preserved their 
‘ability to govern the lower races firmly’ (Madison Grant, 
Chairman of the New York Zoological Society and Trustee of 
the American Museum of National History). 

In short, nothing that has ever been worth while in human 
progress, including and especially the Renaissance, has ever 
been accomplished except by Nordic-Germans, and it is the 
‘natural antipathy ’ of the Teuton tribes to Christianity which 
“serves to maintain the purity of the race type.’ Finally, to 
clinch the whole argument, we are told that the hero in every 
self-respecting novel is ‘tall, blond and honest,’ while the 
villain is ‘ small, dark and of warped moral character . . . and it 
would be difficult to imagine a Greek artist painting a brunette 
Venus.’ We must leave it to the race apologists to imagine how 
Greek artists painted, but it is significant that in ‘ Latin’ 
countries, when a libertine is dressed for the stage, he always 
appears in a blond Nordic wig. The most tender of the poets 
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of humanity would probably have got to the root of the whole 
matter by saying: 


The race is but the Nazi-stamp, 
The man’s the gowd for a’ that! 


CHAPTER III 
The Language of Dynamists 
THE SUPERIOR LANGUAGE THEORY 


For Fichte the German race is the Chosen People, the Urvolk, 
with a special mission to re-shape the rest of barbaric humanity. 
He justifies that proposition by an appeal to Language. 

According to him, the German language is the Ursprache— 
the one and only original language of primitive humanity. 
Germany is in all senses ‘the old firm.’ Other languages are 
mere derivatives from Latin. German is the only really living 
language, the vital form of speech. For that reason, says 
Fichte, the German can daily call into being verbal forms and 
new syntactical arrangements of speech. In other words, he 
‘can call spirits from the vasty deep,’ like Merlin, for the better 
confusion of the rest of mankind. Other languages are dead, 
or at best galvanized corpses. They have no vital spark and are 
incapable of development. They are static, whereas the Ger- 
man language is like the German race: dynamic. By its 
reaction on thought the German language therefore creates 
dynamism, and not, as so often appears to the non-German, 
confusion of thought. 

Thought, according to the Fichtean doctrine, does not 
precede speech. It is formed by the influence of speech. As 
the German language is superior to all others, it follows that 
German thought is superior to all other ; and as superiority of 
speech and thought cannot fail to produce a superior people, 
the German race is a race of supermen. Not only that, but the 
German’s strength was of the Galahad type, and in order to 
maintain that transcendental purity Fichte recommended the 
establishment of a whole series of hermit-retreats all over the 
country, where the German could be alone with his Narcissus 
meditations and ‘produce a conscientious reproduction of 
himself.’ He was to become conscious of Me, and project his 
individual Me into a national Me. It was a hard task, and the 
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Germans have been tying themselves into knots for many 
generations trying to perform it. They ended by entrusting 
the task to one hermit in one retreat at Berchtesgaden, and from 
time to time they glow with satisfaction when the hermit sum- 
mons them to hearken to the latest phases of a national projec- 
tion of Me made even more integral by being projected along 
Jewish, Hertzian waves. The Fichtean doctrine is thus made 
more human by not being clothed in Fichte’s cold professorial 
phrases, but in the flaming language of the Fiihrer. 

It has been said that Luther ‘created the New High German 
Schriftsprache, or written language.’1 Though that is perhaps 
not strictly correct, there is no doubt that he was the great 
propagator of modern German by his translation of the Bible, 
which crystallized in letters the more widely spoken of the 
various sub-divisions of the German language. Like the true 
German he was, Luther invoked princely authority. ‘ I speak,’ 
he said, ‘ according to the Saxon Chancery, which is followed by 
all the princes and kings in Germany.’ 

Even in language, German development differed from that of 
other nations. Unity in orthography and speech was the result 
of a conscious effort. It did not evolve naturally, because there 
was no common ‘ language of talk,’ and, even to-day, nowhere 
are there more dialects of a common language spoken than in 
‘German ’ regions of Europe. German is a blended language 
—a blending of different dialects, and that process is still 
active. That is no doubt a sign of vitality in the Fichtean 
sense, but it makes for liquidity and imprecision of thought. 

The great distinction between German on the one hand and 
French and English on the other is that, while the latter are 
analytic, the former is synthetic. Forms of speech admittedly 
have fundamental reactions on mental processes, though the 
conclusions which Fichte drew from that fact were merely an 
exaltation of parochial patriotism. But the profound differ- 
ences in syntactical forms between German and French (and to 
a lesser degree English) faithfully reflect profound differences in 
the intellectual approach of both peoples to all. aspects of human 
life. That is the real significance of Heine’s boast that he 

1 Otto Behagel : Die deutsche Sprache. 
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wrote ‘ godly prose.’ The turgidity of the German written 
tongue makes for turgescent ideation, but by his close contact 
with French thought Heine had clarified both his ideation and 
his language. Indeed he nearly achieved the miracle of making 
his German prose read analytically. He did succeed in writing 
poetry which not only appealed to the emotions, but by its form 
charmed the intellect. 

On the other hand, the strength of the emotive appeal of most 
German poetry is in its mere sound. By its very lack of shape 
and definition it appeals to a synthesis of emotions. Its form- 
lessness, though mere pretentious confusion in inferior writers, 
is genius in the hand of a master. It is that which makes 
adequate translation of German so baffling. Isolde’s last 
words, in Wagner’s creation, defy faithful translation because 
they defy precise definition. The same holds good of the Pater 
ecstaticus in Faust. Yet it would be difficult not to endorse the 
claim made for both by German critics. This is how Hans von 
Wolzogen put it: ‘ Between the necessarily pronounced differ- 
ences in Goethe’s and Wagner’s art and aims there exists a deep 
inward relationship; they convey great feeling in its most 
expressive truthfulness.’ For that very reason their truthful- 
ness must suffer in translation. 

Even the best translations of any language hardly get nearer 
than a proxime accessit, but that is particularly true of German. 
The matter may be put another way round. ‘Tolstoi, for 
instance, translates best into French: Dostoievsky into German, 
because the author of Crime and Punishment is not only more 
emotional, but infinitely more confused than Tolstoi. Again, 
do we ever get the inner meaning of the Fiihrer’s speeches even 
in the best translations? The appeal he makes is not only in his 
bearing and the tones of his voice, but in the synthetic con- 
glomeration of so many of the word-images he uses. These 
have a special meaning for the German, and that inner meaning 
is inevitably lost in translation, precisely because the translation 
must define what is essentially indefinite. The elemental force 
of those word-images is lost. They become a ‘ painted ship 
upon a painted ocean.’ 

Two expressions, current in modern Germany, are good 
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examples of the way in which German synthetic word-ideas lose 
much of their meaning and practically all their vague emotion- 
alism directly they are translated into English or French: 
Deutschtum and Gesamtvolk. For a German any attempt to 
translate Deutschtum is like ‘straining the quality of mercy.’ 
The whole essence of it is lost. ‘ Germanism ’ and ‘ Germanic- 
ism’ become over-refined in the process. They define too 
narrowly, whereas Deutschtum falling on German ears arouses 
an impulse. It has almost a creative sense, expressing not 
only the German nation in being, but all German peoples in 
evolution. Its significance is its undefined comprehensive- 
ness. All German word-forms are synthetic because the whole 
trend of German thought is averse from analytic definition. 
That is why German is the ideal language for speculative 
philosophy. That, too, is what makes it hopeless to pose the 
question, in the answer to which so many people think the 
“ German problem ’ would be resolved for the rest of mankind: 
“What does Germany want?’ That question will never be 
answered, for the simple reason that the question is too closely 
defined, and the German is not in the habit of asking himself 
definite questions, much less of answering them. 

If a German patriot tried honestly to define what he under- 
stood by his patriotism, he would be reduced to the state of an 
Englishman faced with the demand to explain what he thought 
the people meant who told him he must be ‘ Empire-minded.’ 
The German would probably reply that he desired the ‘ great- 
ness of Deutschtum,’ which is no sillier than being told to think 
in Imperial pints, though it is much vaguer, for in the German 
case the important word is undefined. Deutschtum_also con- 
tains a very real sense of opposition: it is Deutschtum against 
Volkstum—a German national sense of superiority, the superi- 
ority of a race apart, against a foreign idea of the equality of 
nations. When a German thinks about a defined nationality 
and wants to give it a label, he borrows from the French and 
uses the word Nationalitdt. But directly his ideas about 
nationality soar into the realms of indefinable Teuton mysticism, 
he translates the idea of nationality by Volkstiimlichkeit, or the 
‘ quality of belonging to a people.’ Deutschtum is the ‘ quality 
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of being a thorough-going German’ coupled with the idea of 
active German universality. It is ‘Germandom’ rather than 
Germanism. 

Again what is a German meant to understand when he is told 
‘We are a Gesamtvolk’? Does it mean a ‘ united people ’—a 
“whole nation’—an ‘undivided people?’ We may go on 
ringing the changes, but we are not translating: we are defining 
and therefore whittling down. We are putting into analytic 
language the idea which Gesamtvolk conveys to us at a particular 
moment and in a particular context. But the German word is 
typically synthetic. It is an amalgam of ideas, not defined in 
the German but conveying different shades of meaning accord- 
ing to the mood of the moment. Coined—or, rather, re- 
minted—as it has recently been in Germany, to serve as the 
small change of a political campaign for uniting all peoples of 
German stock ‘ under one Fihrer in one Reich,’ the word is 
meant to have a special sense no doubt. But like so many other 
German word-images, it conveys a whole kaleidoscope of ideas 
not by the normal process of association, but intrinsically. 

The motive for overworking Gesamtvolk in Nazi Germany 
to-day is that in Hohenzollern days a German would quite 
naturally answer a question as to his nationality by saying he 
was a Reichsdeutscher, meaning that he was not a Sudeten 
German, a Tyrolese German, or a German from other parts of 
Austria. The Nazis roped in Gesamtvolk to justify political 
intolerance towards Czechoslovakia. It has, moreover, a 
traditional meaning, derived from all the welter of futile Liberal 
enthusiasm in 1848, when the aspirations des gesamten deutschen 
Volkes—of the whole German people—were blazoned in golden 
letters on the walls at the historical Giirzenkirch banquet: Ein 
einziges Deutschland—a single Germany. In those emotional 
but irresolute days another Austrian had, like Adolf Hitler, 
hugged the idea of ‘ one fold under one shepherd.” The Arch- 
duke Johann of Austria, who had given proofs of his community 
of feeling with the populace by marrying the daughter of the 
postmaster of Meran, wound up a toast with a little rhyme of 
his own making: 
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No more Austria, no more Prussia; 
A united Germany from hill to sea! 


The fact that German words can be made to contain a 
Gesamtidee—a composite idea, like an expanding suitcase, is 
however of less significance than the way in which German 
sentences are constructed. The frequent displacement of the 
verb and the scattering of the particles, without which the sense 
of the verb, and consequently of the sentence, is incomplete, 
give to German phrases the synthesis of a gigantic composite 
word. That lack of precision has to be compensated by a 
constant straining of attention, and the daily and unconscious 
effort thus entailed goes a long way to explain the ability of the 
German to concentrate. One of the many stories of Talley- 
rand is that he wore an extremely pained expression, as he 
listened to a long speech in German. 

‘ What is the matter? ’ asked his neighbour. 

‘I am waiting for the verb,’ whispered Talleyrand. 

In the upshot the German mistrusts what is simply expressed, 
while the Frenchman mistrusts what cannot be expressed 
simply. The Englishman occupies his traditional position at 
half-way house. 

However good a medium the German language may be for 
conveying poetical thought, the constant introduction of cater- 
pillar words into the discussion of political issues cannot but 
lead to that kind of indeterminate thought so characteristic of 
British Cabinet Ministers whenever they endeavour to explain 
the Government’s foreign policy. A passage in the Kélnische 
Zeitung, in July 1938, on the Sudeten question is typical. The 
practical settlement of details of the nationality question, it said, 
would be worthless unless it was animated by the spirit of 
‘ readiness-to-conciliate-peoples.” 

In analytic languages the speaker, by the very force of the 
process he is bound to employ, tries to make his meaning clear 
in termswhich shall enable the hearer to grasp the purport of his 
thought. To do this he has first to clarify in his own mind the 
idea he wishes to convey, and narrow it down by defining it. 
The German, in the synthetic complex which his language both 
permits and imposes, casts co-related ideas at his listener in 
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composite form, and it is for the listener to divine what the 
speaker himself understands by them. There is another 
difficulty in the fact that the meaning which the German 
attaches to the synthetic expression of his own thought may 
change even before he has finished giving it utterance, for owing 
to the language inhibition of analysis the German does not 
perfectly clarify his composite idea before expressing it. 
Though the elements of the composite idea may remain the 
same, the aspects it presents to the German himself may and do 
vary, even at the shortest interval. There is always an esoteric 
meaning. That is the explanation of the German conception 
of ‘German truth.’ It has an immanent property. It is the 
German conception of what the German holds to be true; 
therefore it must be truer than any non-German truth. It is 
what the German feels to be true, not what he has analysed as 
being the truth, for he has not analysed at all. When others 
quote a German’s words against him to prove untruth or at 
least inconsistency, the German is unmoved, for it is then that 
he is inwardly convinced that he is doubly right. It is not that 
his reason satisfies him that his version of the truth is the right 
one; but that he feels that his conception of what is true must 
be the better one, because it is German. Attempts to bind him 
to the interpreted sense of words he has uttered are, he feels, 
merely another instance of Western sophistry. Thus the 
charge of hypocrisy which is so often levelled against him is 
resented by him as dictated by English cant or French perfidy. 

By action and reaction, language has played a great part in the 
Drang nach Osten. The German sword drove back the Slavs, 
and German colonists followed in the wake of German arms. 
The lands east of the Elbe were occupied, and Saxony and 
Silesia were conquered. Bohemia was partially won, and there 
German literature found a friendly home in the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries. It was in a sense the German language 
which drove its way into Magyar territory, and thus created the 
hosts of ‘ islands ’ south of the Danube which are now political 
‘ minorities.’ 


CHAPTER IV 
The Philosophy of Oppression 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE HIGHER AUTHORITY 


Kant rallied to his side not only those Germans who invoked 
his doctrine as the philosophical justification of the submission 
of the individual to the State, but also those who saw in it the 
highest expression of individualism and even of anarchy. In 
its eventual application, however, the kernel of the Kantian 
doctrine was that the highest moral quality in the individual is 
to submit his whole personality to some higher power which 
shall subject him. Thus whatever esoteric meanings are read 
into Kant, the State, being the wielder of power, is the supreme 
master of the individual. Luther had long since expressed all 
that was essential in the Kantian doctrine in a few homely 
words: ‘ the prince holds the sword, therefore he is of God; and 
it is the first duty of the ordinary man to bow to God and the 
prince.’ 

The rationalism of Kant is indeed scarcely more than the 
fanaticism of instinct: ‘ pure-reasoned ’ obedience perhaps, but 
only as conditioned to impulses drawing their strength from a 
belief in the supreme value of the Ego. To the plain man such 
a doctrine flatly contradicts itself, but Kant was not talking to 
plain men and women; he was talking to Germans. His 
doctrine is a philosophical projection of the still undecided con- 
flict within the German soul between ‘ sweet reasonableness ’ 
based on rational judgment, and ‘ pure reason’ founded on 
instinct—the instinct, so skilfully defended by Kant, which 
urges that no aim is absurd, much less wrong, if there are means 
of attaining it. All that is required to justify any aim is the 
creative liberty to forge the weapons for its achievement. 

German aims in Mid-Europe have not to be justified by con- 
siderations of reason. They are justified by the ‘ pure reason ’ 
that Germany thinks she has created the means of achieving 
them. 
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Martin Luther still casts his dynamic figure over Germany. 
Where Germany differed from Western nations was that though 
she produced Martin Luther, she had only a stillborn Renais- 
sance, and the Religion of Humanities was heresy to her. She 
hardly ever frequented that school, and she certainly never took 
a degree of Lit. Hum. Her philosophy of life emerged from 
Luther’s revelation in the cloaca of the convent of Wittenberg— 
an experience which is known in Germany as the Turm- 
erlebniss. It was while he was in that mephitic corner of a 
mediaeval monastery that, as Luther himself described, 
Habakkuk’s words came to him ‘like a thunderbolt.’ ‘The 
just shall live by his faith,’ and then ‘ justification by God is 
manifest without the action of the law.’ Thereafter the whole 
of German philosophy was based on Habakkuk. ——~ 

Man is not to be judged by his works, but by his faith. That ° 
of course permits anything to be done. The reasoning is 
irrationally simple, and its very unreason, when applied to 
human relationships, is its strength. What a German believes 
is right; otherwise he would not believe it. That is the mental 
process of most human beings at its first stage. But with the 
German it is the final stage too. He has not to justify the 
validity of his faith by his works. Why should he ? ‘ The just 
lives by faith. I have my faith; therefore I am just.’ The 
majority of mankind leave their faith, whether syllogistic or 
inspired, at the church door, either inside or outside, and in 
their relations with their fellow-men recognize that the only 
workable plan is to seek justification for their acts not ‘ without 
action of the law,’ but within the limits of laws which they 
themselves must help to make. Not so the German. Others 
may feel the imperative necessity of being reasonable beings, 
unless society is to retrogress into chaos. ‘The German on the 
contrary refuses to have anything to do with reason as a justifica- 
tion for his acts. He believes in German faith, German truth 
and German honour. They are concepts apart, his very own, 
in which no other nation has lot or part. Conceptions of 
virtue have no meaning for the German unless they are his and 
his only. In other words, he is a law unto himself, since his 
belief in himself and in the justification of his acts by faith 
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places him above the law which binds other peoples. Were it 
otherwise, he would be amenable to reason. The fact that he is 
not makes him brutal and ruthless in the expression of his con- 
viction that he is right. That conviction renders him morbidly 
sensitive to outside criticism, and leaves him completely 
bewildered when others urge their rights. His reactions then 
become hysterical, for by atavism his whole instinct is in active 
revolt against reason. ‘ Reason is a whore,’ proclaimed Luther, 
and all the teachings of all German philosophers since his time 
have in essence been nothing but dialectical expositions of 
Luther’s crude denunciation. It was to instinct that they gave 
the place of honour as man’s infallible guide, if he would only 
follow the guide. Never were they more Lutheran than when 
they talked about ‘ pure reason,’ for to the German reason was 
an unregenerate Western Magdalene: only the German had the 
instinct of regeneration. What is pure and undefiled is Ger- 
man Faith, that and that only. It justifies everything a German 
may do. The rest of mankind are barbarians—infidels, 
against whom all weapons and all ruses are not only permissible, 
but a sacred German duty. 

Outside contacts being incapable of influencing him, the 
German steers his course by the light of his own faith, never 
correcting his bearings by objective considerations. He is thus 
forced in on himself in an agonized soul-striving after the 
Unknown. That is a painful process, like the Sufferings of 
Werther, of which Goethe said he pitied any young man who 
had not been through that experience. By that painful process 
of introspection the German becomes moody, self-conscious 
and convinced that he is misunderstood. It leads to a positive 
love of pain as of something mystic, and when those internal 
reactions can no longer be suppressed they break forth insadism. 
Such a state of mind is quite incomprehensible to the French 
and not very intelligible to the English. The Scots get nearer 
to it in their rather grim way. The English catechism, for 
instance, opens with a typically English question : ‘What is your 
name?’ The English try to simplify the eventual issue by at 
least tying a label on at the start. The Scotch opening question 
is so pregnant with possibilities that the rest is supremely 


The Philosophy of Oppression 35 


unimportant. ‘What is the chief end of Man?’ it asks—a 
question which may safely be left where most Scots leave it, in a 
Scotch mist. But the German refuses to leave such questions 
alone, and ends by finding a sadistic pleasure in the soul- 
tormenting to which they inevitably lead. Reason will not help, 
so Luther and the philosophers were right. ‘ Reason is a 
whore.’ The escape is to embrace the doctrine of regeneration ; 
but that leads to unpleasant consequences when the German 
applies it to himself in relation to the world outside. When he 
shouts, as he does so stridently, ‘I am the king of the castle,’ 
what he really means is ‘ I am a regenerate.’ For him all other 
nations are degenerate, unillumined by that German faith 
which can conceive of the Deity Himself as a mere appanage of 
Deutschtum, and of any German leader as a god incarnate. As 
it appears to others, such fanaticism is merely the product of 
mysticized agony sublimated into regeneration. But for the 
German it is the great escape. He finds a painful happiness 
in feeling that the whole world is against him and misunder- 
stands him. He enjoys the peculiar ecstasy of belonging to a 
race apart with the high mission of subjugating the rest of man- 
kind. The German is the ‘ one just man who shall live by his 
faith,’ and bend the barbarian to his will. A startling pro- 
gramme: the monomania of the lunatic who is convinced that 
he is the only sane creature in the world. 

To Germans of all classes may be conceded the virtues which 
should adorn those classes, and they also have to their credit a 
greater capacity for hard work than is to be found in other 
nations. The Kantian doctrine of duty took firm hold of the 
German people and expressed itself in Fleissigkeit, the diligent 
application to work which dignifies man. What is lacking in 
the German composition is the political sense by which his 
qualities may be knit together to present a coherent political 
background. The horribly parochial atmosphere of a multi- 
tude of petty feudal provinces had made the German afraid of 
citizenship. His patriotism has to be strident, because he is 
afraid of the tolerance and mutual forbearance which good 
citizenship implies. He is afraid of being considered weak if he 
shows himself accommodating in international relations. He 
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is sure he will be ‘ bested ’ if he descends to reason, and he feels 
sure of himself internationally only when he takesup the superior 
position of an incomprehensible. Conversely the position and 
attitude of foreigners become incomprehensible to him. 
Whatever success the Englishman may have in his dealings with 
foreigners is due either to his being humble and confessing that 
he does not understand ‘ those foreigners,’ or to adopting the 
line of recognizing the foreign point of view but of preferring his 
own. The German does not want to understand foreigners— 
politically, that is; Commercially he understands them and 
their wants very well indeed, for his masters in that art were the 
Jews, Politically, however, the German intimately believes 
thaf it is none of his business to understand the non-German. 
There are, for instance, no works of outstanding merit written 
by Germans on the political conditions of countries which 
Germans know thoroughly well at first hand. Their writing 
on such countries is scientific or artistic. The political 
foreigner is to the German an incomprehensible creature; 
more than that, he is a creature whom it is not worth while to 
try and understand, because he is outside the German pale and 
should be kept there. 

The German outside Germany, and especially in England, 
has sufficient sense to know that things would go badly with him 
if he did not try to be a citizen of the world and live as such. In 
fact it is rather a relief to him to do so. It is a kind of intellec- 
tual holiday from the barrack-ordered life of his own country. 
He can play truant from the restraints of Authority, while all 
the time feeling that his sheet anchor is in Germany. That 
feeling is essential, for without it all sense of security would 
depart from him. Luther’s doctrine of Authority is engrained. 
It is indeed older than Luther, who merely confirmed an 
atavistic tendency that was bad, instead of liberating it, as any 
real reformer would have done. Ever since Luther’s time the 
idea of the sanctity of Authority has been fostered by Church 
(and not least by the Roman Church) and State, and by German 
philosophers of whatever creed or trend. On that point they 
were all united: Obrigkeit (Authority) was sancrosanct. And 
so it was even for Karl Marx, Lassalle and other German 


The Philosophy of Oppression 37 


socialists: all they wanted to do was to turn the tyranny upside 
down. The individual was of as little worth to Marx as to 
Schopenhauer, who saw no solution to the problem of human 
relations, except in a weak suggestion that suicide might solve 
the difficulty, though he was not particularly enamoured of the 
idea because, as he said, man’s present consciousness would not 
survive to be able to judge whether the suicidal act had been 
worth while. 

Though the Roman Church has always attached importance 
to the individual soul, it has throughout its history been even 
more insistent on the ‘ duty in that station of life’ principle, of 
which the Anglican Church too makes such a point. The 
Austrian clergy were obviously in a difficult position in the 
matter of recommendations to their flock in connection with the 
Anschluss plebiscite in April 1938. It is none the less of 
some interest to find Luther’s doctrine of the sanctity of tem- 
poral Authority so fundamentally part of the teachings of the 
Roman Church to-day. Writing in the Vienna Kirchenblatt 
just before the plebiscite, the prelate Mérzinger said there was 
no ‘ question ’ at stake at all, but it was a matter of course that, 
in accordance with the direction of the Church leaders, the vote 
should be ‘ Yes.’ There were, he wrote, four duties linked up 
with that ‘ Yes,’ and the order in which the duties were enumer- 
ated was: ‘ obedience to the new temporal Authority (Obrig- 
keit),’ then came collaboration in constructing the new Ger- 
many; then preservation of Catholicism; and lastly ‘ the daily 
prayer for the German Reich and its Fiihrer.’ 

It was owing to Luther that the German was suffocated 
beneath the overwhelming weight of temporal Authority, and 
the only comfort he offered to the crushed masses was regenera- 
tion. Luther’s image of God was not an all-loving Father, but a 
feste Burg, a forbidding medieval castle, in the dungeons of 
which that process of regeneration was to take place. In spite 
of his hymns and brutal beer-table jokes, Luther wasathorough- 
going German pessimist, who felt that behind God stood 
Ananke, sinister, relentless, uralt, older than any god. Obedi- 
ence to Authority, work, introspection and auto-regeneration : 
the prospect was not a bright one, and no subsequent German 
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thinkers made it any brighter. Karl Marx wanted to give the 
under-dog a chance in this life, but his whole teaching was the 
joy of the catastrophic. Things should be made worse in order 
to accelerate the pace at which things would plunge into chaos. 
Marx’s catastrophic socialism is the scientific counterpart of the 
Nietzschean philosophy of destruction: the pleasure of hurtful- 
ness, of sadism. And Wagner’s Tristan, tearing off his band- 
ages, was merely a poetical expression of the same terrifying 
pessimism. 

The Nazi doctrine is a modern-day amalgam of this philo- 
sophy of pessimistic joy. The Kraft durch Freude—strength 
through joy—is typical. It is the hygenic means to a military 
end, which a paraphrase from Swinburne aptly sums up : 


“Well gagged and well drilled and well cowed, 
And a gospel of war and damnation, 
Has not a Reich a right to be proud?’ 


For the creed is not that Hitler is the elected head of the Reich; 
but, as a German journalist recently put it :‘ The Fithrer és. In 
Adolf Hitler too the Hegelian philosophy finds its final, person- 
alized justification. The positive thesis: Germany was beaten 
in the Great War. The negative thesis: Germany is unbeat- 
able. The synthesis: The Fiihrer. 

One is prompted to the reflection that no nation, even the 
German, ever succeeded in keeping itself at concert pitch for 
ever, and though the German youth movement is now identified 
with Hitler, as indeed everything else in Germany is, it had got 
well under way before he appeared on the scene at all. The 
question then arises how Hitler will appeal to the newer genera- 
tion of youth, however ‘ well drilled and well cowed ’ they may 
be, for every generation likes its own heroes, and Herr Hitler, 
like Signor Mussolini, will soon be an old gentleman. No 
doubt dropping a Fihrer is not so easy as dropping a pilot, but 
leaders have been lost before now. 


The German philosophers applied themselves to the task of 
explaining not man in relation to the Universe, but the Universe 
in terms of the German. Fichte had set up a definite current 
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of thought which, while insisting on the importance of the Ego, 
insisted even more that the Ego was of no importance except as a 
projection of the State. That contradictory thesis was then 
crystallized into the doctrine of the importance of being Ger- 
man. Fichte’s doctrine resolved itself into a gradus ad Parn- 
assum on the following lines: ‘There is no outside world. 
Objects do not exist. I alone exist and the outside world 
exists only in terms of Me. The full development of Me is 
hindered by outside obstacles. But that is nonsense, because, 
since there is no outside world, those obstacles must emanate 
from me: they are themselves creations of Me. When these 
difficulties and obstacles—which, being my own passions and 
appetites, are a variety of Me—have been liberated, that is, when 
Ihave not “ conquered ” them but freely developed them, then— 
and not till then—a state of full and complete liberty will exist of 
my various Me’s. I shall have attained a state of perfect self- 
identification, for I shall have ceased to be imperfect and be- 
come a real I. Moreover, as nothing exists outside Me, I am 
everything: I am religion, civilization and morals. God him- 
self cannot and does not exist outside Me. Thus in arriving at 
perfection I become God. God is I and I am God.’ 

The concentric Fichte complex had to find an outlet some- 
where. It did so for a time by sunning itself in the Bismarck 
tradition; but that did not last long, for it was a projection into 
the past. Then came a return to the present, and a wave of 
self-admiration and homosexualism swept over Germany. 
Even Narcissus, however, can no longer admire himself when 
the waters are troubled. Exteriorization then took on the form 
of violent Pan-Germanism—until the disillusion of 1918 and 
the years that followed. The idea of the ‘ Perfect 1’ had, how- 
ever, merely been thwarted, not exorcized. It was to find its 
perfect self-identification in Hitlerism—Narcissus crowned 
with a Steel Helmet. 

In his work, The Fight for the spiritual Reich, Julius Schmid- 
hauser remarked in 1933 that ‘ Lutheranism had overrun the 
Platonist and Aristotelian theology of the Middle Ages in 
exactly the same way in which the German barbarians overran 
Graeco-Latin civilization.’ Although it was dramatically anti- 
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Papist, Lutheranism was scarcely a religious movement at all. 
Luther’s personal revolt, however conscientious it may have 
been, drew its strength not from spiritual conviction, but from 
the immense spirit of revolt of the serfs. Not for him the 
reasoned Christianity of Erasmus: that humanity must be 
humanized; that enlightened reason must triumph over the 
egoism of passion; and that government is permissible and 
tolerable only if it is moral government. Luther’s schism 
became his religion, and his religion his passion; government 
must be harsh, if it is to be good government. The peasant 
revolts of Luther’s time took on a peculiarly German form in 
rapidly developing into xenophobia: a rabid form of national- 
ism, which Luther defended with as much gusto as Goebbels. 
It was expressed in hatred of Italian ‘ diplomatic deceit ’ and of 
‘Welsch (Italo-Gallic) trickery.’ When the German serfs 
turned against their oppressors, Luther like Hitler was on the 
side of the reactionaries. 

Luther did not preach liberty of conscience, only anti- 
Popery after he had made a vain journey to Rome—like Goering 
and von Papen a few weeks after Hitler came to power—to try 
and ingratiate himself with the Holy See. Luther preached the 
enslavement of conscience to the reigning German princelings. 
It was the Middle Ages version of the Nazi doctrine that the 
State is the keeper of the people’s conscience. Lutheranism, 
like Nazism, was intensely anti-democratic, and both corres- 
pond to deep-rooted German instinct. When the Anabaptists 
under Miinzer interpreted the Bible literally, as Luther had 
proclaimed must be done, and tried to put into practice the 
communist teachings of the New Testament, Luther’s frenzy 
was like a Hitler tirade against Bolshevism, and he implored the 
German magnates to exterminate their dependants by fire and 
sword. ‘Strike with the sword! Kill! Cut their throats! ’— 
that was Luther’s written advice to the German landlords for 
dealing with their peasants. That mixture of mysticism and 
brutality is the outstanding feature of all German philosophies. 
There are dialectics in plenty, but no Feasts of Reason in the 
German philosophic calendar. ‘ Reason is a whore,’ thundered 
Luther. ‘ Never reason!’ growled the Prussian sergeant-king. 


The Philosophy of Oppression 41 


‘Deutschland iiber alles!’ shouted the Kaiser’s generation. 
Hitler’s broadcast from the North-West railway station of 
Vienna, in April 1938, echoes that philosophy. ‘ All I have is 
my holy faith,’ he said. ‘The bases of my programme are 
blood, fire and personality.’ 


To arrive at what are for him logical conclusions the German 
has to ‘ transmute values’ in the painfully Nietzschean manner. 
His whole mental existence is a paroxysm of doubt, exteriorized 
in self-assertiveness in international relations. Hitler’s stage- 
managed talks to the German people are the public commun- 
ings of the German daemon, the necessary ritual for all doubts 
to be washed away. The Firer does not talk to his audience, 
nor has he ever anything intelligible to say to the world at large. 
He speaks for the people whose High Priest he is, preaching the 
Holy Kingdom—das heilige Reich. In the intervals between 
these periodical revival meetings, sacristans like Goebbels, 
Goering and Rudolf Hess keep the holy fire burning with the 
small fuel of their organized propaganda. 

Instead of the Renaissance, the Germans had only Luther- 
anism under the label of Reformation. When the Renaissance 
eventually filtered through the mists of German philosophy 
in the eighteenth century, it assumed a typically subjective 
form. It became Aufklérung, which might have meant a 
clearing up of the lumber of preconceived German notions, but 
in practice signified an internal glow of Germanism, of which 
Weishaupt’s illuminati were the freakish phenomenon. To 
interpret their illuminism German philosophers took criticism 
and analysis from the armoury of European thought, but 
the weapons themselves grew blunt in the synthetic confusion 
of the German language. Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason 
is less remarkable for its critical spirit than for its assump- 
tion that if it is German it is right, an assumption which Pan- 
Germanism and Nazism express in more homely language. 
Heine called Kant the ‘Robespierre of philosophy ’ and what 
chiefly distinguishes Kant is his formalism and his constant use 
of the word ‘ majesty ’—the complement of Luther’s ‘ au- 
thority.’ Thus, as Treitschke pointed out in his comments 
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on Kant, the supreme virtue for the people continued to be 
obedience. The escape was the Sturm und Drang move- 
ment of Klinger and his friends; but it was no real escape 
at all. It consisted merely in glorifying a return to primitive 
savagery. It was the reaction of frustration, extolling barbaric 
dynamism at the expense of the nicer virtues of civilization. 
The Storm part was temperamental. The emotive Drang 
was eventually to find a political directive in the Drang nach 
Osten. 

None of the German philosophers ever made any contribution 
to political science. Goethe with his Hellenist circle was 
Greek to the German public and thoroughly content to remain 
so. He was of course hailed by Germans as the greatest poet 
the world had ever known, for the sufficient reason that he was 
German. At the Shakespeare Tercentenary at Stratford in 
1878 a German speaking for his delegation said they had come to 
do honour to ‘ the second greatest poet that ever lived, Goethe 
being the first.’ The Times commented that ‘ perhaps a man 
needs to be a German to assert this much, and certainly only 
a German would have said it on such an occasion.’ Nietzsche 
summed up the matter of Goethe in relation to German thought 
by saying that ‘ Goethe answers to no requirement of the Ger- 
mans; that is why they really do not know what to do about it. 
He is a fanfare which Matterstheir national vanity and which from 
time to time they trumpet across their frontiers.’ However 
great Goethe’s influence may have been among intellectuals, he 
is no part of German national thought. That is not surprising, 
for his own political horizon was bounded by the narrow life 
of the obsequious courtiers and hoydenish courtesans of a petty 
German duchy. German national sentiment was the hothouse 
plant of military victories, not the evolution of political thought. 
German thinkers and poets dutifully watered the former, but 
did nothing to create the latter. Goethe, the giant of German 
dilettantism, the poet who did not like music, did not lift a 
finger to help his oppressed countrymen. German intellec- 
tuals merely acted the réle of supercilious butlers coming 
between the German public, whom they hated with more than 
Horatian disdain, and the world of reality. 
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Politics were and continue to be the blind spot in German 
intellectual equipment. Germans instinctively recognize that 
fact and in their rage at this defect have to-day embarked on 
a crusade against the Humanities—a crusade which a modern 
German critic has stigmatized as ‘ the dismantling of education 
and the hatred of culture.’ 

The battle of Jena marks the birth of the ‘ Gerrnan idea.’ 
Acrushing defeat produced not national awakening, but national 
self-assertion fanned to fever-heat by every German savant. 
The Weimar poets had already discarded the Humanities. 
Schiller himself, the most honest thinker of them all, had be- 
come obsessed by the innate virtue of everything German. 
The German spirit, he wrote, is the only one ‘ for which holy 
things exist.’ It was, he went on, Germany’s destiny to realize 
‘integral humanity,’ and the doctrine of predestination, which 
is at the root of Pan-Germanism, found expression in the poet’s 
description of the English as mere money-grubbers, and the 
French as slaves of vanity. They had had their day; but the 
German’s day—remarkably like Der Tag of the Pan-German- 
ists—should, as Schiller put it, ‘be the harvest of all past 
centuries.’ 

It was Fichte however who philosophized sane patriotism 
into fanatical race mysticism. He claimed, with reason, to be 
Luther’s successor. ‘We Germans,’ he said, ‘ are the Chosen 
People, for we are the Primitive Race; we are simply the 
People. Beyond us are barbarians.’ Fichte’s Germanism had 
come to stay. By being transformed into a metaphysical idea, 
it had become transcendental—something about which it was 
possible to be wildly enthusiastic, without the bother of analysis. 
It is the philosophical justification of the annual Frenzy of 
Nuremberg in Nazi Germany. 

Sane patriotism presupposes some more or less established, 
or some more or less desirable, political frontiers. Perfervid 
nationalism of the Fichte school recognizes no boundaries. It 
is the ‘mission of the German race to blaze the trail of its 
own supremacy. Or, as Fichte put it in 1813, ‘the reign of 


1Dr. Ernst-Robert Curtius: “ Bildungsabbau und Kulturhass” in 
Deutscher Geist in Gefahr. 
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liberty can be established in the world, only by the Germans 
who have been ripening for this mission for thousands of years.’ 
The ‘ reign of liberty ’ which Fichte envisaged has in the fulness 
of time been inaugurated by the Nazi dynasty. Alone among 
all peoples, the German people is the primitive people, said a 
German historian, Meinecke, in 1922. ‘ It is therefore the only 
people fitted to carry aloft the torch of what is morally ideal.’ 
One is sometimes tempted to think that the wilder tirades of the 
Nazi leaders are merely a series of clippings from the German 
prophets which were before them. Even Dr. Schacht is 
boringly unoriginal. The paternity of Autarky is attributed to 
him, but hemerely made a financial acrobat of Fichte’s abandoned 
child, The Exclusive German State, and applied its principles 
to modern times. Hitler is Fichte’s Zwingherr, the lord of 
forceful blackmail, who was to go out into the bywaysand hedges 
and compel the world to give in. 


Hegelianism is a punning philosophy. Hegel played on the 
various meanings of the word aufheben, and ended by proving 
to his own satisfaction that the State was godhead upon earth— 
das Irdisch Géttliche. The Nazis have not quite reached 
Hegelian heights yet, but in the suppression. of the individual 
and in all their other theories of governance they are plagiarists 
of Hegel, who descends in direct line from Luther with his 
doctrine of Authority. When the German State tears up a 
treaty, it does nothing immoral, other folk being without 
the German pale—barbarians with no rights. That is what 
Hegel taught. As Wilhelm Ostwald, a Nobel prize recipient, 
put it, Germany’s mission was to fight against ‘ the bestial and 
retrograde instincts’ of the rest of mankind. ‘ We Germans,’ 
he declared in 1913, ‘ have the grandiose task of accomplishing 
what universal religions such as Buddhism, Christianity and 
Islam have attempted in vain. It is our task to organize the 
universal ethic empire.’ 

Paradoxical though it might seem, it is Marxism which is 
the logical link between Hegel and Hitler. The Fuhrer is never 
more mystical than when he has some concrete aim in view. 
In the same way, Karl Marx saw in the Hegelian ‘ idea’ 
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merely a mental process and a mystification determined 
by material facts. ‘To Marx the latter were the all-important 
phenomena of life, and his catastrophic doctrine was in accord 
with the pessimism which was the inevitable reaction to the 
long sojourn of German thought in a transcendental wilderness. 
Nietzsche’s reaction was to reform that pessimism into the 
Will to Be—a return to irrationalism in a more brutal form. 
But whereas Nietzsche legislated merely for Supermen of whom 
he considered himself the supreme expression, Pan-German- 
ism and Nazism, assuming for want of proof that all Germans 
were Supermen, brought that doctrine to earth by translating it 
into the nationalist terms which were the only ones that they or 
the German man in the street could understand. Hence their 
immense success. Spengler’s theory fitted in as a sort of 
half-way house, for in the last analysis the Spengler theory 
—too philosophical to become a doctrine in the quick-moving 
tempo set by Nazi propaganda—reduces itself into despising 
everything that is Welsch, or Western, and directing Germanism 
to a ‘regenerating mission’ in the East—the Drang nach 
Osten. The‘ regeneration ’ part of that theory is the old Fichte 
doctrine, but with the directive of a political-territorial objec- 
tive. Meanwhile the domestic ‘ regeneration’ which has to 
precede missionary torch-bearing in Central Europe found 
that it was a ‘ biological necessity ’ to purge the pure German 
race of the Jew ‘pollution.’ Financially the purge had the 
advantage of being a good stroke of business, and so the Nazis 
preened themselves on making a race virtue out of a policy of 
felonious plunder carried out under the mask of a biological 
necessity. 

German race consciousness is not any new-fangled theory 
foisted on to the German people by the Nazi Party. If it were, 
the German people might grow out of it; but they have for 
generations been growing into it. For party motives—the 
most imperative of all party motives is to stay in power—it 
has suited the Nazis to make race an acute national question. 
They could not have done so, however, if the feeling about race 
had not been so engrained in German thought as to be almost 
instinctive. 
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Political Germany stands on no common level with other 
peoples, whereby political discussion would be possible. The 
rest of the world must either look up to Germany, or down 
onher. There is no middle way. Political thought in modern 
Germany is not determined by reason. German thought never 
was. The Nazi appeal is to instinct and therein it is intensely 
and thoroughly German, so that one of two only possible con- 
clusions is forced on the observer: Either the German philoso- 
phers were futurists, or the Nazi leaders are lamentably out of 
date. 

‘ Germanism is the law of the world to-day. Man cannot 
hug the pretension of making the State respect him. And the 
State, to determine its conduct, must consult only its own 
interest..—‘ Germany is called to be the directing power of 
the world.’—‘ The State is force and reason.’ One of these 
utterances is by Dr. Goebbels’ Vélkischer Beobachter, one by 
Fichte and one by Hegel, though not in that order ! 

“The methods by which a people forces its way upwards 
are of no consequence. What is important is the goal which is 
reached.’ That statement was made by Dr. Goebbels at the 
gathering, in Berlin, of Nazi organizations abroad. The date 
was September 4, 1938. If the rest of the world refuses to 
believe in the German Drang nach Osten, that is not the fault 
of the Nazi Party. 


CHAPTER V 
Militarism and Expansionism 


MIGHT AND RIGHT 


“WE are made for war. Let us make war, before it is too 
late’-—thus the celebrated Maximilian Harden, editor of Die 
Zukunft, on October 7, 1910. 

“The annihilation of France is merely to be the means 
which shall permit us to give to our people all possible 
facilities for expansion elsewhere ’—thus Hitler in Mein 
Kampf, twenty years later. 

To complete the thought of the Jewish intellectual révolté 
and of the Aryan hysteric we may take the opinion of one of the 
organs of the great German industrial magnates, the Deutsche 
Tageszeitung, on January 17, 1912:‘ German imperialism has 
gained the supremacy over the Latin race for all time as the 
result of war. The noblest of the rights of that imperialism is 
the sword. . . . The Empire was created by blood and iron, 
and they are the forces which will maintain it. We must always 
consider war as our supreme political mission, and fight with 
all our might against the lying doctrine of the false prophets 
of peace.’ 


In 1848, German writers were writing enviously of the ‘unity’ 
of the French, ‘ who would sooner be French than anything 
else,’ and bewailing that Germans did not know what they 
wanted. Their political ideas did not go beyond recognizing 
that ‘ centralization ’ was a necessity, though they had nothing 
constructive to say as to how it should be achieved. It remained 
the insoluble problem, until Prussian drill sergeants took the 
matter in hand fifteen years later. Acting on behalf of the 
Army, and behind the back of the King of Prussia, General 
von Roon summoned Bismarck from the German Embassy 
in Paris to be the tool of Prussian militarism. | German 
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national unity was achieved—by military concentration, and 
the political doctrine of the All Highest War Lord has held 
good from Hohenzollern to Hindenburg and from Hindenburg 
to Hitler. 

From 1870 onwards all little Germans ‘ born into this world 
alive ’ have been earmarked as component parts of the military 
machine which does duty for the political machine in Germany. 
They have been regarded as ‘ another musket ’ in the same way 
as every new arrival in a poor ‘colonist’s” family in South 
America is welcomed as an asset because he will soon be 
‘another hoe.’ The military idea did not die with the Weimar 
Republic; it was indeed scarcely touched by it. Possibly it 
might have been, if there had not been such a large gap between 
the Armistice and the signing of the Versailles Treaty. The 
interval provided just enough breathing space for the ruling 
caste—the military, the public officials and the University 
professors and other teachers—to react after the first shock. 
Those who did not oppose the Weimar constitution found in it 
a useful camouflage to deceive the war-weary Allies. They set 
to work to uphold the hierarchical ideal of society, of which the 
Hohenzollerns had been the titular heads. While the Hohen- 
zollern professors and teachers, whom the Weimar republicans 
left in their jobs, diligently inculcated into the mind of youthful 
Germany that Germany had won the war and that the Army 
had then been stabbed in the back by dangerous revolutionaries 
who were now the Weimar Republic, the military caste was 
busily engaged in saving the German military machine from the 
wreck. It was indeed on that machine that the Republicans 
themselves had to rely to remain in power, and eventually to 
suppress the coup d’état of Hitler and Ludendorff. 

“Is the Reichswehr behind the Government? ’ asked President 
Ebert anxiously of General von Seeckt. 

‘The Reichswehr,’ rejoined von Seeckt icily, ‘ is behind me.’ 

It is to von Seeckt that the Germans owe most for having 
kept alive not only the military machine, but the spirit animat- 
ing it: the spirit of being above the State, and of strict cohesion 
within itself. He was moreover able to choose his volunteers 
from among the best elements of the disbanded Army and the 
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prohibition of conscription was a godsend to him. He could 
thus build up a magnificent nucleus from which a nation in 
arms was once again to grow. His Thoughts of a Soldier are 
enlightening. ‘The Army is above parties,’ he-said; but he did 
not stop there. ‘'The Army is the State,’ he concludes, and no 
German knew better than he. 

It is that conclusion which spells expansionism, for the Army 
is not a force within the State, but the head of a nation in arms 
in peace time. Conquest by arms is the inevitable goal, for the 
itch to expand is there. It takes the form of advocating a 
‘ preventive war’ as the best means of defence. The military 
occupation of Austria was a modified form of the preventive 
war. It was not strictly ‘ in the book’ of military tactics, but in 
this case Hitler’s instinctive feeling, reinforced by von Ribben- 
trop’s feelers in Downing Street, was worth more than the 
reasoned arguments of his military advisers. Czechoslovakia 
would have been gulped down almost in the same mouthful, 
except for one thing. The Fiihrer knew the Czechs would 
fight. The further Drang nach Osten was therefore deferred. 
It required rather more extensive military preparation. 


The execution of the Nazi programme has never shocked 
anybody inside Germany. It is the logical continuation of the 
governance of the country ever since its political unity under 
Bismarck. Moreover the Nazi spirit is much older than Bis- 
marck in its fundamental aspect of the serfdom of the individual. 
The best that Luther could offer was that instead of man being a 
‘ slave of sin’ he should be a ‘ serf of God,’ and not, as St. Paul 
had said, ‘ the Lord’s freeman.’ The best that the Nazi régime 
has been able to offer is that the German should be the serf of 
the leaders of the Nazi Party, and the vast majority of Germans 
are quite content with the offer. Any opposition among 
thoughtful Germans must be merely in the form of a mental 
reserve, and is therefore inefficacious to change anything: as 
inefficacious as were the mild criticisms which were made in 
Hohenzollern Germany on General F. von Bernhardi’s cele- 
brated book, Germany and the Next War. 


D 
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A study of Bernhardi’s book is still the best guide to an under- 
standing of modern German shock tactics in international 
relations. In the year following the Moroccan crisis, when, to 
save peace, France ceded to Germany a large tract of French 
territory in the Congo, the Germans were not in the least con- 
tent with that settlement. It never suits German diplomacy 
that a cause of friction shall be peaceably removed. Germany, 
it was complained at that time, could never have enough elbow- 
room for ‘her action on the world scene, except by a great 
European war.’ For Germany, in other words, nothing is ever 
settled, unless the settlement has been imposed by Germany. 
Bernhardi voiced powerful opinion by advocating ‘ a preventive 
war.’ That was an old idea, which Bismarck himself had 
stigmatized as ‘ committing suicide because one is afraid of 
death,’ and Bernhardi’s book did not get a very good reception 
in the German press. He was dubbed a dangerous meddler for 
stirring up public opinion abroad against Germany. But 
Bernhardi’s ideas prevailed, just as they do to-day in the policy 
of the Nazi Party. Die Post stated quite frankly that Bernhardi’s 
views were ‘ those which are held in the military and political 
circles which govern our people.’ Moreover in its issue of 
December 28, 1912, the same paper made it very clear that 
Germany’s policy was the Drang nach Osten. ‘ England,’ it said, 
‘ ought to leave us an absolutely free hand in European policy by 
approving on the Continent every aggrandizement of Germany’s 
power due to an alliance under Germany of Central Europe, or 
due to a war against France. England ought to undertake not 
to put any obstacle in the way of Austria’s interests in the Bal- 
kans.’ Austria is now Germany, and the 1912 programme is 
being faithfully carried out in 1938. In the Tagblatt of 
Hanover it was foretold that ‘ the inevitable war ’ will have to 
decide whether Germany is to ‘ become a world Power or sink 
to the level of a purely Continental state of second rank.’ 
Germany must have the will to be powerful and victorious. 
‘Then we shall live the glorious days of our ancestorsa century ago. 
That is the hope and faith which illumine the New Year, 1913.’ 

Grimly the incitements to war went on, as though inspired in 
the Nazi Ministry of Propaganda in August 1938: 
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Our growing power will enable us to seize without danger 
whatever we want in the world. Nobody will dare to prevent us. 


We shall take all we need, and share nothing with anybody. 
Die Post, February 1913 


Our armaments are directed solely against Pan-Slavism. 
Interview given by the Pan-German deputy Graefe 
to Le Matin, February 1913 


The development of Germany demands new conquests, and it 
is only by war that we shall be able to overcome the hostility of 
other countries. 

General Anzeiger, Frankfurt, June 1913 


War is the supreme educating factor of civilization. It is our 
Army which must dictate peace in Paris. 
Professor Oberhofen in the Vossische Zeitung, June 1913 


We have accumulated excellent means [the excessive war 
Budget in which, as the Prussian Minister of War declared, the 
German Socialists had collaborated] to carry through an energetic 
world policy. But of what use are the means, if we do not use 


them? 
Berliner Neueste Nachrichten, June 1913 


The twenty-five pacific years of our Kaiser’s reign can only be 
considered as a period of preparation for war. 
Kreuz-Zeitung, June 1913 
An offensive war is what we want. 
Karl Peters in the Sedan-Tag, August 1913 


If it is thought that these concepts are out of date, it suffices 
to place Bernhardi’s book and Hitler’s book side by side and 
study them in the light of what happened in 1914 and what is 
happening to-day. The continuity of ideas is unbroken. 
Moreover Bernhardi, like so many other Germans, saw the 
necessity for a Fiihrer, not merely a decorative Kaiser. ‘ The 
German people,’ he wrote, ‘ has always been incapable of great 
acts for the common interest, except under the leadership of 
powerful personalities who know how to arouse the frenzy of 
the masses, to stir the German spirit to its depths, to vivify the 
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idea of nationality, and to force conflicting aspirations into 
concentration and union.’ 

Again, there is nothing far-fetched in insisting on the import- 
ance of the Luther influence in modern Germany. Like 
Hitler, the Augustine monk made a direct and lasting appeal to 
German instinct. Bernhardi invoked Kant and Treitschke, 
but it was on Martin Luther that this Prussian Cavalry General 
relied to clinch his argument in favour of war, and he quotes 
these words of Luther: ‘In the business of war we must not 
regard the massacres, the burnings and the battles. Why these 
murders and horrors? It is a business divine in itself, and as 
necessary to the world as eating or drinking or any other work.’ 
This was the priest who egged on the German landowners to 
massacre and torture their starving peasants, and the Junkers 
obeyed with a will, amusing themselves by playing football 
with the heads of their victims. ‘ Kill them all,’ screamed 
Luther. ‘ If there are any innocent among them, God will see 
to it... . A Prince can win to Heaven by spilling blood.’ 
Moreover Luther’s doctrine of the sanctity of Authority is of 
far greater import than what flowed from his famous proposi- 
tions about the traffic in indulgences. Prelate Mérzinger, to ; 
whom reference has already been made—no doubt one who is . 
no more and no less a Catholic than Luther himself was—uttered 
this printed prayer in April 1938: ‘Lord God, lead our 
Leader! Bless our Leader!’ Luther is quite up-to-date in 
Nazi Germany. 


Bernhardi expressed the general view in Hohenzollern Ger- 
many that, to further the Drang nach Osten, France must first 
be crushed. The final annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by 
Austria in 1908 was hailed in Germany as one of the first steps 
to facilitate the descent to Salonika, for which Austria was to 
be Germany’s spearhead. 

As to the smaller nations of Central Europe and in the North, 
the aims of Hohenzollern Germany were precisely those which 
Nazi Germany pursues. This is how Bernhardi formulated 
the policy: ‘ We can effect an extension of our own political 
influence only by awakening in our weaker neighbours the 
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conviction that their interests are bound up with Germany and 
are best secured under the protection of the military power of 
Germany. This conviction might eventually lead to a Central 
European Federation. Our military strength in Central 
Europe would thereby be considerably increased.’ 

There must be no attempt at good neighbourliness by 
attempts to balance power in Europe. ‘ Germany has special 
rights.’ That too is the Nazi doctrine. ‘The principle of the 
balance of power in Europe,’ wrote Bernhardi, ‘ must be en- 
tirely disregarded.’ He was alluding to the Congress of Vienna. 
Hitler tore up the Treaty of Versailles in order to tilt the balance 
of power in Germany’s favour, while crying hysterically to the 
world that Germany was a martyr. ‘ Germany must secure the 
Position that is hers by right as head of a Central European 
Federation, upset the European equilibrium and thus increase 
her own power ’—so ran Bernhardi’s recommendation. It was 
carried out to the letter by Nazi Germany, which has also obeyed 
the General’s other precept that ‘in no case was Germany to 
desist from her right to interfere in the affairs of other states, as 
occasion may require,’ for ‘the whole question turns not on 
international right, but simply on power and expediency.’ 

The Third Reich is the legitimate child of the First Reich. 
Nazism is simply Pan-Germanism with its ambition to resusci- 
tate the Holy Roman Germanic Empire, which died of creeping 
paralysis at the beginning of the nineteenth century. That 
ambition, as Heine pointed out, had already caused the collapse 
both of Kaiser and Germany. Had German rulers been less 
avid of the title of Roman Emperor—‘ a profoundly German 
thirst for titles,’ as Heine called it—the history of the German 
people might well have been different. German political unity 
might have been achieved from within, as the result of political 
and social development. As it was, the Canossa tradition was 
fatal to the liberties of the German people, and Lutheran 
Protestantism did nothing to mend matters. The Pope was 
not more reactionary than Luther. Indeed Luther’s out- 
standing achievement was that he perpetuated German feudal- 
ism for three centuries after his death. 
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Nazi Germany has won the war which Hohenzollern Ger- 
many lost. Great Germany bestrides Vienna, dominates the 
Danube states and dictates peace or war to Europe. Her 
militarism is at the service of her expansionism. Force and the 
threat of force are now her weapons. 


The culture of a people cannot dispense with the employment 
of.force, if it intends to impose itself and to maintain itself. That 
is the justification of the policy of force by States. A policy of 
violence is of course immoral, if it aims at replacing German 
culture and German morals, which are evidently superior to 
English, French or even Russian culture. 

Let no one object that such a policy of force must of necessity 
be implemented at the expense of other peoples. It is one of the 
great errors of our time to think that all peoples have the same 
right to existence. They are unequal in value. Decadent peoples 
must make way for the higher morality of a people predestined to 
dominate. 


That is not an extract from a speech by Dr. Goebbels in 
1938, but from an article in a German newspaper in 1916. 
Nazi speeches are rather a monotonous repetition of all the old 
Pan-Germanist speeches and writings. ‘ 'The,healthy egoism of 
Germanism demands that Germany’s thirst for territories be 
slaked, and that can be done only at the expense of the Slavs. 
Our appetite for land must be satisfied by our acquiring 
countries rich in raw materials.’ ‘ A limited form of municipal 
autonomy might, in certain cases, be granted to a population (in 
Central Europe), but never unless it be made to feel that it is the 
conquering State which is the master.’ That is how a well- 
known professor of international law, Dr. Joseph Kohler, saw 
things in May of 1915. 

German generals made no secret of the fact that they 
“wanted ’ the war of 1914, because, as they said, they realized 
that ‘peace was the wrong road for German development.’ 
If, on the other hand, they forced the German people into war, 
it would be easier to choose the most favourable moment for 
aggression. Long after they had overrun Belgium and dug 
themselves into France, they admitted quite frankly that they 
had never for one moment had any fear that France would 
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attack them. Their only regret was that they had not made 
their campaign against France quicker and easier by invading 
her in 1904 at the time of the Russo-Japanese War. Their real 
objective was always Russia. France might be ‘ the hereditary 
enemy,’ as German teachers diligently taught in German 
schools, but Russia was the real enemy both in a military sense 
and more especially from the point of view of race. Russia, it 
was urged, must be dismembered, and Poles, Ukranians, Finns 
and Lithuanians brought into the German Empire. Further 
south it was for the Dual Monarchy to keep its Slav populations 
in a fitting state of subjection: Czechs—always the most hated 
by the Germans—Ruthenes, Slovaks, Poles and the rest: The 
clock had to be put back two centuries and the Russian colossus 
hurled behind the frontiers it had had before Peter the Great’s 
time. Russia in short had to remain an Asiatic state. That 
was the openly debated plan in Hohenzollern Germany. But all 
that would be of no avail, unless the territory to be conquered 
were occupied by German peasants. That would divert the 
attention of the latter from the German latifundia and the 
grosser feudal anomalies, the abolition of which Hitler placed, 
incidentally, in the forefront of his programme but forgot about 
when he came to power. 

Fortunately, urged the Hohenzollern generals, there was 
historic precedent as to how to deal with conquered lands—a 
precedent of which Conrad Henlein was not unmindful in 
his secret understandings with the large landed proprietors of 
German origin in Czechoslovakia. There must be deportations 

_en masse. Rome in her heyday, it was alleged, had adopted this 
process. Charlemagne too had employed the same method in 
Mid-Europe, while during the first two years of the 1914-18 
War the Hungarian magnates did the same. If—such was the 
conclusion and it is an important one—the enemies of Ger- 
many won the war, they would have the right to do just as they 
pleased with Germany and the Germans. Germany as 
conqueror would therefore have no excuse, if she spared her 
enemies. Enlarged frontiers and the subjection and deporta- 
tion of Slav peoples: that was, and incidentally is to-day, the 
goal to be attained by the ‘ German military state.’ 


56 Germany Rampant 


The tone of Prince von Biilow’s memoirs is that if he had been 
chancellor there would have been no 1914-18 war. But in May 
1916 he published a book on German policy, in which he said: 
“We must emerge from this war with our frontiers enlarged. 
The result of this war must be positive on that point, otherwise 
we shall have lost the war.’ And he clearly indicated that the 
frontier extension was to be in Central Europe and Eastwards. 
Friendship with Russia, he said, was impossible, ‘ and we must 
have greater and more security in the East.’ The words ‘ secu- 
rity ’ and ‘ guarantees ’ were all the German Government would 
permit during the War, in order not to give too obvious a lie to 
their original declarations to the world at large that the war they 
had started was one of defence and not aggression. But every- 
body in Germany knew what those two words really stood for. 

Militarism and expansionism are the ‘ Great Twin Brethren’ 
of the German peoples from the earliest times. ‘ Germany is 
not a country which has an army,’ wrote von Biilow; ‘ it is an 
Army which holds a nation.’ That is how a German chancellor 
and diplomatist summed up German militarism. As one 
professor of another, this is how Dr. A. Doren wrote in 1915 
about German expansionism, on the occasion of the death of the 
German historian, Karl Lamprecht: ‘ Lamprecht has gone to 
eternity with his eyes fixed on a Greater Germany, on a Ger- 
many called to the leadership of Europe.’ And this is how a 
Pan-Germanist Englishman, Houston Stewart Chamberlain, 
saw the mystic justification for both militarism and expansion- 
ism: ‘Germany will form her ideal in the midst of a world 
which has fallen into “ inculture.” ’ 

Quotations could be multiplied. They all point the same 
road: the crushing of France and expansion nach Osten, the 
former being merely the means to have a free hand to swoop 
down on the Danube states. But England was not forgotten. 
Gott strafe England may have been merely a passionate aberra- 
tion on the part of its author, but it was a deep-seated sentiment 
in the hearts of the German middle class. A staid old mer- 
chant, Dr. Beumer, a National Liberal deputy in the Prussian 
Landtag and a Chamber of Commerce syndic, gave it expression 
in 1915. He was speaking at a meeting organized by the Bre- 
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men Chamber of Commerce in October of that year. ‘ It is not 
by hatred,’ he said, ‘ that we shall let ourselves be influenced 
with regard to England when peace is concluded, but by anger. 
To achieve our aim, we must conclude a peace which brings to 
Germany an increase in her maritime power—new coaling 
stations, new bases of support for our Navy, and new lands for 
Germany to occupy: in short, a peace “ made in Germany.” ’ 
Precisely: that was where the peace, when it came in 1918, 
ought to have been made. If peace had been dictated in Ber- 
lin, Germany might have been justified in her plaints about a 
Diktat; but it is just possible that the German nation would 
have come to its senses and realized that Germany in arms had 
been defeated and, still more important, that the German 
Army was not taboo. 


CHAPTER VI 
Who Wait for Their Lord 


THE FUHRER COMPLEX 


‘GERMANS are more rancorous than people of Latin origin, 
because they are idealists even in their hates. We Germans 
hate in our enemies what is most essential and most intimate : 
that is, thought.’ That was the warning which Heine felt con- 
strained to give to Western peoples. 

An extreme emotivity is characteristic of the German—an 
emotivity uncontrolled by any adequate directive of the mind. 
There is inability to select: no inner voice says ‘ this is the way : 
walk ye in it.’ The rational function of choice must be absent 
from any mystic, and German Kultur has for centuries tended 
to mere mysticism. It was not unnatural that German poets 
should have been mystics. What is of importance is that the 
mysticism of German philosophy could not but end in political 
mystification. German philosophers used rational dialectics 
to justify one instinctive desire—the desire to dominate. 
Reverence for Authority had already made Germans passive 
under government from on high—Luther’s Obrigkeit. Sub- 
consciously, however, they feel that the welter of emotive doubt 
in which they live is weakness; but they do not seek the remedy 
by applying reason to their problem. It has been instilled into 
them for generations that submission to the Powers that Be is 
the highest duty of the individual. That is the essence of 
Luther’s doctrine, while for Roman Catholic Germans sub- 
mission to Rome naturally entailed simultaneous obedience to 
the reactionary Roman Catholic princelings who supported and 
were supported by Romish absolutism. 

German historians, even those who inveighed most fiercely 
against the Church of Rome, unfailingly belauded Absolutismus 
—‘ enlightened absolutism ’ they called it—as the fairest flower 
in the German garden of good government. It is, however, the 
Ananke idea which is the permanent background of the whole 
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of German philosophy, even of those German philosophers who 
would have been most vehement in their denials of it, and in 
Hohenzollern Germany predestinarian relief from the obliga- 
tion to think constructively reduced Germany’s history to what 
was called the three-act Schicksalsdrama of German regenera- 
tion. That ‘ fateful drama’ was nothing but a mystery play 
enacted within the narrow confines of Prussia’s successful 
militarism. The three acts were: the conquest of Schleswig, 
which showed how a small state could be crushed and faith 
broken with a large one; the humiliation of Austria, which 
involved picking a quarrel with a former ally; and the victory 
over France, necessitating a cunning forgery in order to justify 
ill-concealed lust of spoliation. Thus 1864, 1866 and 1870 are 
the days which the German historians, even those who claimed 
to be Liberal, marked with a white chalk as the epoch-making 
events in German history. But those events had nothing to do 
with political evolution, nor were they even a political necessity. 
They were wars imposed on the German people, and on foreign 
nations, by those in authority in Berlin, and though they gave 
momentary direction to the latent emotivity of the German 
character, they could not be expected to give it permanent 
orientation, since there was no political goal. Nazi Germany 
has no political aims in Central Europe: there is merely the lust 
of conquest by blackmail or by arms. 

The most permanent trait in German thought has always 
been the absence of coherent ideation, and in no field has the 
vacuum been greater than in political thought. Bismarck 
himself abhorred that vacuum and did not see how it was to be 
filled. Nor did at least one of his successors. ‘ We are political 
asses,’ wrote Prince von Biilow. The militarists and Pan- 
Germanists, who pretended to be Bismarck’s successors, tried 
to fill the wilderness of political thought with fanfares about 
national unity. To-day the Nazi wireless merely echoes those 
Hohenzollern trumpetings; and that sounding brass is accepted 
by Germans as the golden form of government, not because it is 
Nazi, but because not one of them has any other form of politi- 
cal government to offer. The Nazi régime is the logical out- 
come of Absolutismus, of which German feudal magnates have 
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for generations been the high priests and of which German 
industrial princes became the churchwardens. It is not 
surprising that the German temperament is restless. Ohne 
Rast was engraved not merely in Goethe’s ring, but in his 
character; and therein he typified German mentality. The 
Germans are political indeterminists. That is their tragedy— 
and Europe’s. They will therefore obey the dictates of any 
drill-sergeant who can bawl loud and long enough, provided he 
sings the song of Absulutismus. The German people can then 
be trusted to do their part in the strictest counterpoint; but 
there must be a leader. 

The cry for a leader is nothing new in Germany. It is as 
primitively ancient as the legends of the Urwald. In modern 
times the Italian ‘ conductor’ may have been first in point of 
time; but by 1935 the Duce’s people were ceasing to follow 
him, and he would have come tumbling down over the Ethio- 
pian adventure, if England had not providentially invented 
Sanctions which, while permitting British vendors to sell petrol 
at large profits, enabled Mussolini to exploit the obvious 
resentment against a John Bull bent on starving the Italian 
people out of existence. But the German ‘conductor’ 
needed and needs no such extraneous accidents to maintain 
him in power. He would be just as powerful, had he never led 
his people into Austria. He might in fact be more powerful, 
for the feeling of frustration would be still easier to exploit, and 
there is nothing which makes Germans so pugnaciously happy 
as the conviction that they are ‘ alone against a world in arms.’ 
It is then that they are sure of their destiny; but there must 
be a leader. 

The feeling—never very deep—that a Kaiser might be the 
embodiment of the Germanic idea began to pass soon after 
Wilhelm II ‘ dropped the pilot.’ It was not thought wrong that 
he should do so, but he had not the courage of the idea that 
prompted his action. Apart from the question of personal 
vanity, he had perceived clearly enough that the new generation 
in Germany demanded something more than Bismarck’s policy 
of fudging off Socialism by a few economic concessions. There 
would have to be real political concessions, whereby the Ger- 
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man people would have a voice in its own governance. Wil- 
helm II was, however, afraid to face the logical consequences of 
his gesture. He dropped the pilot, but had neither the strength 
of character nor the perspicacity to change the course set by 
Bismarck. Eventually he fell between two stools, for he would 
have had to be a twentieth-century Bismarck to continue the 
policy of Absolutismus of which Bismarck had been the highest 
exponent since Frederick the Great, while every real demand 
for political reform left him terrified for his dynasty. As it was, 
he tried to balance the Reich between the two stools of Modern- 
ismus and Absolutismus. The Kaiser himself declined into the 
cushioned ease of Doorn; but the German nation ran violently 
down steep places and eventually plunged into uncharted 
political seas. It was then that, as with gladness Germans of 
the older generation beheld in Absolutismus the guiding star of 
political salvation, Germans of the post-War generation hailed 
Hitler as the star turn of a modern Absolutismus that was to lead 
them to—what? 

They are not at all clear on that point, nor indeed is their 
Leader, precisely because to visualize the future would have 
required the evolution of some political principle and the deter- 
mination of some political aim—processes unknown in Ger- 
many. Political thought has never been able to take more than 
surface root in a social soil, from which every atom of nourish- 
ment has been extracted to feed the twin plants of Materialis- 
mus and Absolutismus. It has had to feed mainly on air, so that 
it has become a hybrid outgrowth of both materialism and 
absolutism, straining its lean stalk upwards in its search for a 
‘place in the sun’ as its only chance of escaping total extinc- 
tion. It was not without reason that the only real revolt in 
modern Germany against tyranny was called ‘a Spartacist 
movement.’ It was the revolt of serfs who dared to claim that 
they were men and women and who were therefore foully done 
to death, with the approval not only of the upper and middle 
classes in Germany, but also of the mass of the people. A Karl 
Liebknecht or a Rosa Luxemburg can lead the German people 
to a ‘ proletarian revolt,’ but the feudal-cum-industrial struc- 
ture is far too strong for them to be able to lead a successful 
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social revolution to overthrow it. Moreover real revolution is 
based on too exclusive an appeal to reason for Germans to iden- 
tify themselves with it. Whether it is a reasonable appeal or not 
does not affect the question. A successful revolutionary appeal 
must be based on a reasoned conception of the state. Therefore 
it must fail in Germany. German revolts ever since 1848 have 
aimed at freeing the people from the crushing oppression of 
materialism, but they have neglected the vital necessity of 
uprooting that other plant of the German soil: absolutism. It 
is, however, precisely that plant which is surrounded with an 
aureole of mysticism for the German and is therefore the most 
noxious weed. To it generations of poets and philosophers, of 
historians and essayists have attributed every German virtue 
and all that is understood by Deutschtum. All German 
revolutionaries have failed to see how tremendously strong was 
that mystic conception of Deutschtum, so that every social 
creed they preached, and the very paradise which social 
reformers held up as the goal of German social evolution had 
something foreign about them—something which, however 
logically attractive the doctrines might be, was instinctively 
rejected by the mass of German opinion. 

German instinct remains restless, ready for change; but the 
change must be imposed from on high. Without that authori- 
tarianism, which the German feels is vital to his well-being, no 
social movement can stir him except superficially. Hitler’s 
appeal was therefore doubly successful and, as years go in a 
nation’s history, instantaneous. It was elemental: that was the 
first and vital reason of the success of the appeal. The second 
was that it combined promises of social reform with the practice 
of the most violent forms of Authority ever imposed on a people 
traditionally imbued with a superstitious respect for authority. 
Unreasoning, uneducated, Adolf Hitler imposed, for the very 
reason that his own creed was instinctive and untutored, and 
wildly irrational. He was indeed surprised at his own success; 
but his gift was that, in his warm South German tones, he 
faithfully translated into the confused simplicity of passionate 
unreason the pent-up instinct of every German. Once the 
lords of the land and the merchant princes had accepted, 
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adopted and protected the Fiihrer in their own self-defence, 
Hitler’s development was on parallel lines to that of Martin 
Luther, and for the same reasons. Like Luther, the Fiihrer 
has flattered the humble and meek by telling them they are 
God’s Own People. But he has out-Luthered Luther in driv- 
ing home that self-interested worship of Authority which 
caused the preacher of Wittenberg to foam ‘Kill! Kill! 
Rebellion is of the devil.’ ‘ Better a serf of the State than a 
slave of Ideas’ is the Nazi version of Luther’s famous aphorism. 

‘Authority is of God, because it wields the sword,’ was 
Luther’s justification of the exploitation of the peasants by 
their taskmasters. ‘ Authority is of the State, because it wields 
the rubber truncheon,’ cries Hitler. And the people, no less 
than the merchant princes and feudal lords, cry Amen—as 
instinctively as they all did in the days when Luther summed 
up his own paltry theocracy by proclaiming: ‘ The Germans 
are the best nation in the world. I am the prophet of the 
Germans. God is with us. God is in our power !’ 

An Italian Fiihrer can lead the Italian people to a good many 
places, including Ethiopia and Spain; but a German Duce can 
lead Germans anywhere. The most obvious places are Eastern 
and South-Eastern Europe. Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and 
part of Western Russia, Hungary, Jugoslavia and Rumania 
are liberally peppered with German minorities—from the 
Baltic to the Black Sea and the Adriatic. Moreover 
the German clamour for leadership has always been as instinc- 
tive as the call to surge and spill over to the East, ever since the 
days when conquest West of the Rhine was halted by the 
assimilation of the Franks into Gaul, and by the stubborn 
resistance of a unified Frankish-Celto-Roman France—from 
Clovis to Foch—to any further incursions of German peoples. 

The Kaiser was never a leader. When he had outgrown be- 
ing an English Granny’s best boy the Germans saw in him 
nothing but the nephew of Uncle Edward, who could ‘ twist our 
Kaiser round his little finger.’ At the best Wilhelm II was 
merely the decorative figurehead of the Reich. At the worst he 
was ridiculed as a shallow creature ruled by Court toadies, and 
possessing a unique gift for saying the wrong thing at the wrong 
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moment. For half a century after Bismarck the German people 
waited vainly fora Fiihrer. When he appeared in the person of 
Adolf Hitler he was not quite what any German had expected ; 
but Hitler did three things which sufficed to convince all 
Germans that he was the twentieth-century Lohengrin-Siegfried 
for whom they had been waiting. He beat up malcontents. 
He murdered those of his friends who persisted in wanting 
to carry out that part of his own programme which was Left 
Wing and therefore anathema to the capitalist elements 
which constituted his real supporting strength. And he 
opened concentration camps in which those who doubted the 
divine wisdom of the Nazi régime might have the beauties of it 
indelibly impressed on them. Thereafter he had no need to 
dragoon the masses. They spontaneously fell in behind his 
uniformed leadership and kept step. It was the only political 
game they understood: the game of Follow-My-Leader. 

There are laggards in that quick step, and they pay the forfeit 
of those who fall by the way in a wilderness. The rest march 
on, for the tenacity with which Germans will follow a leader is 
unique in history. Democracies take the precaution of getting 
rid of their leaders at the earliest possible opportunity, after 
treating them when in office as Aunt Sallies. But directly a 
German leader disappears there is chaos, for there is no other 
political game to play. The history of Germany, from the 
passing of Frederick the Great to the arrival of Bismarck, is a 
record of political chaos. False starts, false routes and con- 
fusion of purpose are the characteristics of a leaderless Germany. 
Moreover the sign that a leader has arisen is not that a man has 
been chosen to lead, but that one man in a clique embodies 
better than any one else whatever the prevalent idea of leader- 
ship may be. In Bismarck’s Germany it was the trampling of 
the cuirassier’s boot. In Hitler's Germany it is the cross 
cramponée—the Hakenkreuz, with its sinister hooks. A 
German Fiihrer must be a ‘ Bolingbroke patronizing Provid- 
ence.’ He is then accepted as revealing the unmistakable sign 
of leadership, and, like a South American caudillo, it is expected 
of him that he should suppress ‘ all contrary opinions.’ Polity 
in Germany consists in discovering a Providential Man. 
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A few examples will show how despairingly Germans longed 
for a Fiihrer in Hohenzollern Germany : 


What we want now is a new Bismarck to take the helm and be 
the Fiihrer of the German people. 
Vice-Admiral Breusing in a lecture on German World 
Policy in January 1914 


Atthe centenary of the Battle of Leipzig the President of the Pan- 
German League said that the proclamation of the German Reich 
at Versailles had been merely a stage in Germany’s development. 


Indeed in its veritable aspect it marks merely a step towards 
uniting to us all the Germans of Central Europe. . . . All that 
Germany waits for is the Fiihrer who shall lead it to that goal. 

October 1913 


Every people requires a Fiihrer. . . . Our most ardent prayers 
are for a Fiihrer. . . . We love war, and could furnish to a capable 
leader all the elements he could desire. We may have to wait a 
long time for a Fiihrer, but the intervening time will have served 
for the better political education of our people. 

Rheinisch-Westfalische Zeitung, September 1913 


The German nation has never refused to follow its Fiihrers . . . 
but the sword must not be allowed to rust. The German spirit, 
theoretically strong but in practice feeble, requires to feel the whip 
of a man of action. .. . When our saviour comes, he must not fear 
to kill or to bear the brand of infamy; but he must come soon. 
We should, if we had a Fihrer, find ourselves in presence of the 
product of a moral loan, a hot-house plant, a psychological mon- 
strosity, because for Germany what is normal spells decadence. 

Die Post, January 1912 


Germany is unfortunately lacking in that admirable political 
instinct which characterized ancient Rome in its republican days, 
and which is to-day the attribute of the English. It is not in the 
German people spontaneously to follow any political directive 
having a known political aim. On the other hand, give our 
German people an Alexander and it will lift the world. . . . That is 
the key to the ups and downs of our destiny. And if to-day, 
despite our great industrial development, we have sunk to such a 
low political level, it is simply because we lack a Fihrer. 

Die Post, also January 1912 
E 


CHAPTER VII 
From Arminius to Hitler 


THE CHERUSCAN TRADITION 


TRUTH is only German truth. Honour ‘ stands rooted in dis- 
honour ’ unless it is German honour, and faith is ‘ falsely true’ 
except it be Niebelungen faith. | No boundaries exist between 
real and unreal, dreams and facts. The possible is not limited 
by the impossible. Reason has no place in the State, and the 
highest national morality is obedience. 

The supreme gift of Kant and Hegel was to have draped 
those concepts in the robes of a philosophical doctrine, the 
practical interpretation of which in Hohenzollern Germany or 
under the Nazi régime could not have shocked either of those 
philosophers, for they prided themselves on their logic. Modern 
Germany conforms strictly to the doctrine they preached. 
A country does not break the continuity of its evolution, except 
by revolution, and the Germans have never had a revolution. 
The Weimar Republic was not born of any revolution. It was 
an exhibition building—a temporary affair, hastily erected 
because the military wing of the Hohenzollern edifice had 
fallen in, and the Kaiser had crossed into Holland to avoid 
being hit by the falling masonry. But the old traditions re- 
mained intact in Germany, handed down by the Hohenzollern 
professors and teachers and kept vigorously alive by Junkers, 
industrialists and the military clique. Within a few short years 
after the armistice, the Versailles Treaty was declared to have 
no moral worth, because it was a Diktat. All unwittingly, 
Stresemann, Curtius, Briining and Rathenau were the John the 
Baptists for the coming of Hitler. They saw no solution for 
political Germany but a return to the Hohenzollern régime, not 
by any means necessarily with a Hohenzollern at the head of it, 
but back to the past and away from Versailles and from the four 
years that had ended there. 
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Every defeated nation fights its way back to equality with 
other nations, using the weapons it possesses. Germany had 
the right and the strength to fight her way back. But she had 
only one weapon in her philosophical armoury: regeneration. 
Had the Germans not been told, and were they not being dili- 
gently taught still, that they were The Superior Race ? There 
was something wrong with the world, not with her. Defeat was 
a horrible dream : it was not true, it could not be true of a race 
of conquerors. From that frame of mind to the conviction that 
all that had happened was not any fault of hers, but of others, 
was only one step. It was therefore not Germany who had to 
reform, for she had no fault to expiate. The situation, how- 
ever, demanded that something should be done. What? 
Instinctively the German mind turned in on itself and found the 
solution in the mystical doctrine of regeneration which was 
Germany’s religious heritage and her philosophical tradition. 

The distinction between regeneration and reform would have 
been obvious to anybody but a German. A drunkard who 
becomes a total abstainer has reformed, if he admits that the 
temptation to drink too much is always strong within him. A 
drunkard who abstains from drink because he says he is regen- 
erated is an interesting psychological case, but he is not a 
reformed character, for he has evaded the crucial admission that 
he stood in need of reform. The ‘ old Adam,’ which it suits his 
dignity better to call a complex, has not been disciplined at all. 
Adam has been annihilated by some occult process, and in his 
place a New Man has been born—the ‘ new Ego,’ the ‘ regener- 
ated I,’ of the German philosophers. That was Germany’s 
case. ‘The German people never once sat down calmly to work 
out why they had been led along a road that eventually ended in 
precisely that defeat which their leaders had taught them was 
impossible. The blow had been a rude one, and could not be 
gainsaid; but there was no reasoned reaction. The German 
state of mind in August and September of 1938 was exactly 
parallel. They preferred that there should be no war, though 
quite disposed to engage in a quick and successful predatory 
expedition; but they never reasoned out what would happen if 
they were defeated in a war. If they had, instead of acclaiming 
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their leaders at Nuremberg, they would have stoned them to 
death in an access of furor teutonicus. 

Thus the facade of Weimar was set up—an exhibition build- 
ing to please the Western Powers and Mr. Woodrow Wilson. 
The Reich still existed. Indeed it was all that seemed to exist. 
And the German gave way to blank despair. None of the 
German leaders of the moment ever talked to the nation of the 
necessity of Retrenchment and Reform: only of retrenchment, 
as imposed by the grim necessities of the moment and by the 
greed of the Allies. The only people who seemed to have no 
need to retrench were the war-profiteers, of whom the most 
imprudently ostentatious were Jews. 

And then somebody mentioned the word Diktat, and the 
German lifted up his head. Then it had not been his fault 
after all? He was not to blame? The German virtues remained 
—still German? Nothing was wrong with the old Hohenzollern 
political structure, or with the hierarchical order? German 
communism had been the expression of blank despair, but it 
had never taken root in Germany. Its doctrines were too 
reasoned for German acceptance, and the question whether 
they were reasonably applicable was never discussed seriously 
by the great masses. To have changed the social order would 
have required a revolution, and the German is not a revolu- 
tionary. He literally does not know ‘the first thing’ about 
revolutions, for the first thing is to have a political goal. He 
realized that there must be some sort of change, but it had to be 
something innerlich, something mystically, Germanly ‘ in- 
ward ': in a word, there had to be regeneration. Then, just at 
the moment when Germans were beginning to doubt the effi- 
cacy of that process, a man lifted up his voice. It was the voice 
of aman who had no doubts. Hitler had arrived. The Aryan 
Messiah had come. 

The instinctive appeal of the new Fiihrer carried away all 
doubts, and the whole German nation rose to him and bore him 
in triumph on its shoulders. Reform is born of remorse. The 
German was not remorseful; he had nearly convinced himself 
that he had nothing to be sorry for and the new Fihrer pro- 
claimed it stridently. Germany’s woes were due to a Feindbund 
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—an unspecified coalition of foreign enemies. The German 
had no need of reform, for he was a New Man; and new men 
do not require to be reformed. They have been regenerated— 
born again. The Diktat theory was a godsend to Hitler, for it 
expressed in one word the frustration psychosis of the German, 
and the men who had preached it most were the men of the 
Stresemann generation. There had been no break in con- 
tinuity between Hohenzollern Germany and Nazi Germany: 
merely a shock; then a breathing space; and finally a new 
gathering of the forces of inward regeneration for a leap back 
into the past. But the leap back was not to Bismarck’s Ger- 
many, as the Stresemann generation had envisaged, but to 
Teuton paganism. Such is the force of regeneration! Even 
such a level-headed old cynic as Bismarck had paid tribute to it, 
for the father of Wilhelm II recorded in his 1870-71 Diary that 
Bismarck’s aim was that the new Kaiser idea should be ‘ an 
historically representative instrument of the national regenera- 
tion of Germany.’ 

Many of History’s might-have-been’s are more pleasant to 
reflect on than History’s facts. Had it not been for the 
Cheruscan chief, Arminius, the Romans might have penetrated 
to the Elbe and ended by establishing a groundwork of Latin 
civilization for Germans and Slavs, as they did for the inhabit- 
ants of Gaul. In Gaul, so deep was Latin cultural ascendancy 
that the Germanic invaders could not escape its influence, and 
the result was a civilized France: a Frankish-Celto-Roman 
amalgam. But right down to the sixteenth century, there were 
pagan helots between the Elbe and the Vistula. 

The greatest disaster that happened to Germany in the course 
of her history was the victory of the Gauleiter Arminius over the 
Roman Consul Varus in the Westphalian forests. In his 
Germania, a panegyric on the new German Reich of 1871, the 
German historian, Johannes Scherr, states in so many words 
that the German chieftain, who had freely sworn allegiance to 
Rome and served in her legions, was guilty of treachery. 
Arminius, he says, owed his victory to his ‘ policy of cunning 
and deceit’ as much as to the valour of the united German 
tribes, who incidentally far outnumbered the Romans and 
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caught them in a trap which Arminius had prepared for his 
former comrades in arms. Scherr writes of the ‘slyness’ of 
Arminius, and it is not without interest that in Hohenzollern 
Germany ‘sly-head’ signified ‘ politician.’ Like all other 
German historians, Scherr justifies Arminius’ treachery on the 
ground that it meant ‘the salvation of German nationality.’ 
Arminius, he says, is to be regarded as the ‘ protector of our 
Germanhood (Deutschheit) from Romanization.’ In that 
sense Hermann, to give him his German name, is the prototype 
of Nazism. Scherr indeed points out that Germans take a 
pride in the description of Tacitus, who called them ‘ a curious 
people; unlike any other.’ Hermann—this is Scherr’s con- 
clusion—is ‘a national hero in the highest sense of the word, 
because he saved the purity of German nationality and saved 
Germany from its fundamental fault of political dismember- 
ment.’ 

Now a German national historian, even a Liberal, when 
setting out to hymn the ‘great thought of national unity’ 
shortly after 1871, may be expected to extol the legendary 
national heroes of his country, without submitting the real 
character of each to too critical inspection. It is, however, 
typical that in an historian of Scherr’s worth there should be the 
inevitable blind spot which prevents dispassionate analysis of 
historical facts and their political factors, directly they touch 
German national pride. If, after defeating Varus at the Battle 
of Teutoburg, the German tribes had settled down to the first 
beginnings of that ‘national unity’ of which Hermann is 
claimed to be the begetter, the argument of Scherr and other 
German historians would stand. However much non-Ger- 
mans might regret that the Teuton tribes east of the Rhine had 
not enjoyed the benefit of the Roman influence that permeated 
the mixed tribes west of the Rhine, the regret would be only a 
speculative one. It would have to yield place to the fact that 
Germania had achieved political unity after the defeat of the 
Roman legions, and therefore no doubt on account of it. But 
the exact contrary is the case. 

Close contact of victorious Franks with the Gallo-Roman 
population of Gaul produced national unity west of the Rhine 
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and the France of civilization. The case of the German tribes 
east of the Rhine was the exact opposite. Thrown back on 
themselves after Teutoburg, the Germans produced no civiliza- 
tion at all, and German history is the woeful tale of wild inter- 
necine strife, of tribal hates, of mutual extermination and of the 
complete absence of that sense of ‘ national unity,’ which Her- 
mann is deified for having ‘saved.’ That quarrelsome spirit 
lasted right down to Hohenzollern times. In the paragraph in 
which he introduces his reference to Hermann, Scherr—who 
knew as well as anybody else in Germany how little inclined 
the independent German states had been to come under the heel 
of Prussia for the purpose of forming the Prussian-led German 
Reich of 1871—says bitingly: ‘Treachery and persistent 
trickery were no less characteristic of German leaders in Her- 
mann’s time than of German leaders at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, and there is no better pattern of a latter-day 
prince of the Rhine Confederation than the old Cheruscan 
chieftain, Segest.’ German incapacity for political unity, he 
adds, is atavistic: it is due to egoism and obstinacy ! 

All that is of course only ancient history. The world of to-day 
is called upon to admire how good and joyful thing it is to see 
all Germans dwelling together in monotonous unity. ‘There 
is nothing left of any constitutional régime. Only the Chan- 
cellor exists, he alone. He has absorbed in his person sove- 
reign, people, judges and lawgivers—in a word, everything. He 
has so completely bent Germany to his will that it can be stated 
without fear of contradiction that the nation will be unable to 
find its way in the world, when the Fiihrer disappears.’ The 
chancellor in question was not Hitler, but Bismarck; and this 
description of German conditions was written in the 1880’s by 
Comte Paul Vasili. 

Hitler has no political convictions of any sort to harper the 
conversion of his dreams into acts. ‘In five years,’ he pro- 
claimed after the Anschluss, ‘ I have done what I, as a nameless 
soldier, dreamed of doing.’ The Fihrer’s strength is not the 
strength of conviction. It is that, with the day-dreams of a 
man who has never done an honest day’s work in his life he 
combines all the atavistic cunning of his historical protagonist, 
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Hermann. The combination in one man is unusual, and it 
makes of Hitler an unusual man. He owes his success to the 
fact that, with both these temperamental characteristics united 
to German ruthlessness, he is gifted with that pentecostal 
eloquence which so often descends on those who see visions 
and dream dreams. His speeches are hysterical clichés, 
because his vision is stereoscopically narrowed to the eternal 
contemplation of what he himself has called the ‘ Rechtlosigkeit 
of all Germans.’ The Germans, that is, never have ‘all the 
rights that are their due.’ That is the Song of Songs, which 
Germans never tire of hearing and which Hitler never tires of 
singing. Hitler’s only fixed personal belief is in his star. He 
is the twentieth-century Paracelsus—the microcosmic incarna- 
tion of Philippus Aureolus Theophrastus Bombastus von 
Hohenheim. 


CHAPTER VIII 
German Political Strivings 


MAKING GERMANY SAFE FOR SUPERMEN 


EvERY new democratic movement in the world finds Germany 
unprepared and leaves her breathless. Germans are not 
political animals in the Aristotelian sense, and political storms 
leave them bewildered. Like so many other peoples, the 
Germans set out towards political unity under Charlemagne; 
but without Roman roads to march on they were handicapped, 
and by the thirteenth century the German political movement 
had declined and was rapidly to fade away altogether. While 
the idea of national political unity was gaining ground in France, 
to be continued by Louis XI and realized by Richelieu, Mazarin 
and Louis XIV, Germany stagnated. Germany has only now 
arrived at the /’état, c’est moi idea, which France has long ago 
left behind. There is of course a difference between Louis XIV 
and Adolf Hitler. Louis was thoroughly convinced of his own 
importance and was in every sense Le Grand Monarque, but his 
faults and follies were very human. Hitler answers better to 
the German conception of what a Great Emperor of Greater 
Germany should be. That conception was best expressed by 
Dante, whom Houston Chamberlain perhaps with some reason 
claimed as German. An emperor, said Dante, because he has 
all the powers of the state is ‘superior to human passions.’ 
The Germans, in any case, have never been fortunate in their 
emperors, whom the imperial dignity certainly did mot render 
superior to human passions! The typical case is that of the 
Habsburgs, who thought far more of enlarging their feudal 
domains by marriage and intrigue than of working for the 
unification of the German peoples. 

But Germany has never been noted for original political 
thought. Eveninthe sixteenth century, a period which was 
particularly rich in political literature in France and Italy, 
scarcely anything of note was produced in Germany. In 
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England Thomas More was advocating socialism, but all that 
Germany could show was a Storch or a Miinzer, the Trotsky 
and Lenin of their day, except that in Miinzer’s case it was 
Luther’s reactionary friends, the German feudal princes, who 
won the day. 

Germany’s political conceptions are a throw-back to the 
tribal belief in strong men. Germans are political déclassés 
in the comity of other peoples for whom political experimen- 
tation bubbles with life and internal strife. Such strife is 
weariness to the German. His power of concentration and of 
dialectics must be applied to purely abstract problems in order 
to flourish. Again and again in the nineteenth century 
German liberalism seemed to be advancing on a strong tide, 
only to spend itself in futilities and to sink back into lethargy. 
On the other hand nothing makes a man so bitter as the realiza- 
tion that he is déclassé, and German hatred of democracies is 
very real: it is not merely one of Goebbels’ show pieces. 
Rousseau was bitter against the bourgeois, because he knew that 
he was a bourgeois failure. In the same way the tirades of 
Nazi leaders against all that Rousseau stands for as a political 
thinker are to be ascribed to their knowledge that Germans 
are completely alien to political discussion and the healthy 
vigour of political strife. Therein lies the immense 
strength of the totalitarian régime in Germany and, incidentally, 
only its lesser strength in Italy. Montesquieu’s definitions 
are very apposite in this respect. Republics, he said, exist 
in ‘ virtuous’ countries, in which altruism and frugality are 
practised ; monarchies predominate in those countries where the 
sentiment of class distinctions holds sway; while despotism is 
founded on fear of punishment. In other words, the republi- 
can ideal is based on the doctrine of work—‘ to each according 
to his needs, to each according to his abilities,’ to use Louis 
Blanc’s famous phrase; monarchy is based on snobbery ; while 
a totalitarian régime presupposes at least temporary ignorance 
on the part of the governed, or a defect in political education, 
which itself is both the cause and effect of lack of courage and 
purpose in political experimentation. 

In any case Rousseau was too universal for Germans. 
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German socialism has always been national socialism, and the 
Brotherhood of Man has no place in German conception; 
so much so that Marx, the most powerful exponent of German 
socialism, was a prophet without much honour among those 
Germans to whom his message was primarily addressed. His 
socialism was German enough in being scientific, and not 
humanitarian; but Marxism never took root in Germany. 
Spartacism on the other hand was very nearly successful. 
There was no lack of socialist writers in Germany in the nine- 
teenth century, but their ideas, borrowed mostly from the 
French, had not passed through the filter of political strife as 
they never cease doing in France. They remained academic, 
gravitating to economics and seeking for social salvation neither 
in political-social science, nor in political-economic systems, 
but in economic propositions devoid of political intuition. 

Most German writers on socialism were Jews, whose social 
position as intellectuals, and not moneylenders or merchants, 
bred in them the spirit of revolt. The most brilliant of them was 
Ferdinand Lassalle, son of a wealthy Jewish merchant banker 
and therefore not averse from trying to hold the balance 
between Socialism and Mammon. His System of Acquired 
Rights contained little that was new, however, and his social 
creed was not much more than a plagiarism of Louis Blanc 
and Savigny. He was a typical Nazi in being a mixture of 
socialist theorizing and reactionary tendency. Like Bismarck, 
whom he opposed politically but whose confidant he was on 
many occasions, he considered that force was the necessary 
means by which to realize political reforms. He was in all 
senses a National Socialist, and if Bismarck had not existed, 
might quite well have become the non-Aryan Hitler of the 
nineteenth century. 

Karl Marx, to whom Lassalle was mentor (not disciple) and 
financial benefactor, diverged from Lassalle in preaching 
internationalism. But that was largely a pose, for he hailed 
the German victory over France in 1871 with effusive joy, 
because, as he saw it, the directive force of Socialism was there- 
by displaced. ‘Now,’ he exclaimed, ‘it will be German 
socialism that will triumph in Europe.’ Perhaps he was right, 
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for the Mohammed of the Allah of ‘ Scientific Socialism ’ lives 
in Berchtesgaden to-day, not in Moscow. The only thing new 
in Marx’s ideas was perhaps the theory of Mehrwert, the ‘sur- 
plus value’ which, as ‘ unearned increment,’ was made familiar 
to many British taxpayers by Mr. David Lloyd George. For 
the rest, Marx merely recommended making social conditions 
much worse than they were for the poor; thereby a social 
cataclysm would be hastened and the hated bourgeois despoiled. 
The Russian revolutionaries of 1917 were not really Marxists 
at all. There was no middle class for them to despoil. They 
revolted against intolerable conditions of serfdom and were 
unconsciously inspired by the Vision of Piers Plowman. 
William Langland and Thomas More are the men the Soviets 
would canonize, not Karl Marx, if they had any historical sense. 

A destructive doctrine such as Marx preached could find no 
echo in Germany, where constructive work is sacred and is one 
of the great forces of the German people. What Lenin put into 
practice were the recommendations of a French communist, the 
unknown author of Basiliade (published in 1753 and wrongly, 
as it seems, attributed to Diderot) and Codes of Nature. As 
to Marx, he deserves a place in the Nazi as well as the Com- 
munist hagiography. Nazi Germany, just like Communist 
Russia, gives unanimous support to its government, which is as 
Marx would have had it. Indeed it could hardly be otherwise, 
as long as the means of production and the means of punishment 
are completely in the hands of those who seek the inevitable 
plebiscites. What is proved in either case still remains uncer- 
tain, for though unanimity may be held to prove a number of 
things, it always proves less than a majority. 

Karl Marx’s Capital owes no small part of its success to 
its typically German obscurity. It has thus called into print 
nearly as many commentators as the Bible, for it will adapt 
itself to almost as many interpretations as the Testaments. 
As in the case of German philosophy, Marxian obscurity is 
mistaken for profundity. Marx was sufficiently a German to be 
a hard thinker, and honest enough not to seek the easy way of 
making his appeal to German instinct; but it is for that reason 
that his appeal did not strike home to Germans. For a doctrine 
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to catch hold of the imagination of the German its exponents 
must adopt the old Prussian sergeant-king’s motto: ‘ Never 
reason!’ Hitler never reasons, but he is convinced, as are at 
least ninety per cent. of Germans, that he is leading the nation 
to unknown mystical heights. All he and they are really clear 
about is that the Excelsior March must be goose-stepped. That 
is something which all Germans understand. Hitler’s message 
is much shorter than Marx’s. It sounds longer, because he is 
always repeating it. It is a message which never grows stale 
to German ears, for it stirs an atavistic chord. It is a German 
version of a Jewish psalm, the second one; and unlike Marx’s 
bible, it has the advantage of not requiring any commentators. 


German political thought was not political at all. It was 
a strange compound of philosophical and religious intolerance— 
a glorification of vassalage by burning incense to the Superman. 
Nietzsche was not more original than most German thinkers, 
and his ideas are to be found in the works of Thomas Campa- 
nella, the Italian philosopher, more particularly inthe Monarchia 
Ispanica, published at Amsterdam in 1640. Naturally 
Campanella did not beat the Nordic drum; but in other respects 
he blazed the trail for Nietzsche. Even in Germany, Fichte 
had preceded Nietzsche in the Superman theory. In his 
‘ Discourses to the German Nation’ he reduced to a scientific 
creed the natural aspirations of a nation to excel. The ground 
was propitious for the acceptance of his doctrine as a national 
creed, after the defeat of Jena. Hegel followed and improved 
on Fichte by morespecifically insisting on the destiny of German- 
ism, which was to lead the world to a new conception of political 
freedom. It did. Moreover the Hegelian doctrine, being 
particularly nebulous, enjoys the advantage of being able to 
serve to-day as text-book in communist Russia as well as in 
Nazi Germany. 

The man to whom the Nazi race propagandists probably owe 
most is not Julius Streicher, but Julius Langbehn who was an 
unknown man when his only known work Rembrandt as 
Educator appeared. He at once leapt to fame and his book 
went through thirty-five editions. That was in the 1890's, 
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and in post-War Germany the success was revived, more than 
fifteen editions being published between 1918 and 1925. 
The thesis is simple. Rembrandt represents the pure Nordic 
race, whose principal habitat is between the Elbe and the Rhine 
and is undiluted Aryan. Even that was not an original thesis, 
for it had already been advanced by the Comte de Boulain- 
villiers, to say nothing of Gobineau. 

Between Nietzsche and Langbehn, however, an Austrian- 
Polish Jew had joined in the fray not to protest against the 
Superman theory, but to support it. From 1864 to 1909, the 
year of his death, Ludwig Gumplowitz, Professor of Public 
Law at Graz, published a number of works in which he devel- 
oped the theory of the division of human society into ‘ groups.’ 
The ‘ group spirit,’ he contended, was due to fundamental race 
differences, leading inevitably to international conflicts which 
were merely political expressions of the differences between 
various ‘ human groups.’ It was race differences within nations, 
he said, which led to class conflicts, and both in international 
and in domestic politics the weakest had to go to the wall. 
The more powerful ‘groups ’ had to dominate. Gumplo- 
witz saw it as a natural corollary that the best elements—the 
‘ aristocrats’ so dear to race theorists—should become owners 
of the land; the intermediate groups—the middle class—took 
charge of banking and merchanting; while the inferior groups 
merely figured among the ‘also ran.’ There is little doubt 
that this very erudite Israelite’s views, accepted by the learned 
world in Germany as authoritative, were coloured by his close 
acquaintance with conditions in the Dual Monarchy and in 
many of the neighbouring states, where the landowning nobles 
reigned supreme in civil and military administration, and 
where the Jew, personally unaffected by the strife between 
oppressed peasants of Slav blood and dominating German or 
Magyar elements, exploited both classes to his advantage and 
took control of the liquid assets of those countries by banking, 
moneylending and trading. That is the position of the Jew 
in all Balkan countries to-day, more particularly in Rumania, 
for the Jew is always to be found in the key-positions where 
primary products of value exist to be exploited. 
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So repulsive has the Nazi persecution of Jews been that 
certain aspects of the political psychology of the question are 
apt to be overlooked. They are important because they 
explain in part the German psychosis towards Jews, while 
showing how utterly impossible it is for any nation to come to an 
understanding with Germany on the basis of political reason. 
Strong affinities exist between the feudal elements still im- 
mensely strong in three countries: England, Germany and 
Hungary. Between them, all and any understandings are 
possible, for they are all resolutely opposed to government 
“of the people, by the people and for the people.’ They are 
between them the greatest obstacles to democratic development 
in Europe. They are not united by political views, but by 
the ‘ties of common funk.’ They correspond precisely to 
the first of the human ‘groups’ in Gumplowitz’s classification of 
human society, and in England the ‘group’ is constantly 
being reinforced by the addition to its noble ranks of the more 
successful and ambitious of the moneyed business men. It 
remains true nevertheless that on no basis of political reasoning 
will it ever be possible now or for many generations for any 
nation to come to an understanding with Germany. There is 
no chair big enough to hold a Superman at a round table 
conference. 

It seems in retrospect like an ironical decree of destiny 
that it should have been a Jew—Gumplowitz—-who was 
one of the stalwarts of the German race aberration. 
Yet there is nothing really surprising about it. ‘The oldest 
exponents of the race theory are the Jews themselves. Their 
whole existence as the Chosen People depended on their 
considering themselves a superior race—people different from 
all others, specially set apart by their tribal God, Jehovah. 
It was precisely because it meant withdrawing from that tradi- 
tional position of privilege among the races of the earth that the 
Jew turned his back on Christianity, which preached the uni- 
versal brotherhood of Man. If the modern Jew is a leading 
figure in freemasonry or in cog-wheel clubs run by Christians, 
it is not because he has changed his mind about his popular 
conception of a tribal Jehovah bound to him by contract— 
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“the letter of the law’ which Christ condemned so persistently— 
but because his very religion enjoins on him that he should miss 
no opportunity of ‘ spoiling the Egyptians,’ in order to attain 
to the Promised Land of material delight and material domina- 
tion. The Nazis have inverted the process in a typically 
brutal way, and in order to appropriate to their Party-funds 
the hundreds of millions of pounds’ worth of Jewish property 
and savings, they have invoked their primeval forest gods of 
fire and sword, while they have taken a sadistic German plea- 
sure in the barbaric ill-treatment of those Israelites—the vast 
majority—not blessed with this world’s goods. 

Progroms apart, there is nothing new in German 
‘justice ’ being enlisted to legalize anti-Semitic excesses. On 
February 4, 1738, a Jew named Siiss Oppenheimer was hoisted 
to the top of an iron gallows in Stuttgart and left to die. He 
had been condemned to death by one of the notorious local 
tribunals, the Halsgericht, a court in which the issue at stake 
was the accused’s ‘neck.’ In those tribunals the feudal 
dukes of Germany, entirely independent of any higher control, 
disposed of the life and limb of their subjects. Oppenheimer 
had been the ‘ iron-handed extorting and arrogant chief Minis- 
ter’ of the Duke Karl Alexander of Wirtemberg. That was 
his crime. German historians (of pre-Nazi days), while 
censuring the execution as one of the judicial murders ‘so 
common in Germany,’ pointed out that the punishment was 
in this case richly merited, because Oppenheimer. was ‘ the 
rankest exploiter of the people in that century.’ ‘ He was also,’ 
commented one of them, ! ‘ the most detestable example to be 
found among the people of his race, as soon as they get the upper 
hand.’ These Jews, he adds, were ‘ veritable bloodsuckers, 
especially in their dealings with the peasants.’ It is a sidelight 
on social customs to observe that the peine forte et dure 
continued to be lawfully applied in Bavaria as late as 
1807, and in Hanover, the glorious home of the Georges, till 
1822. 

The only country in which Jews, while existing in quite 
large numbers, have become thoroughly national, though still 
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retaining their religion, is France. The reason is perfectly 
simple, in fact so simple that many will not believe it. It is 
that the French housewife knows how to buy and what to buy. 
A nation’s well-being as well as its political sanity depends on its 
housewives, not least when they have no vote. Woman's scope 
in Germany is still bounded, as the Kaiser said it ought to be, 
by the three k’s, which in German stand for: kitchen, kiddies 
and kirk. All the German woman has got from the Nazis is 
the additional burden of being ‘the comforter of the tired 
German warrior.’ It would indeed be difficult to imagine 
Frau Hitler, if there ever is one, having any influence in Nazi 
politics. In practically every country in the world, however, 
the Jew, owing perhaps to what is called by some the capitalist 
system, but owing in any case to his superiority in dealing with 
the symbols of money-values as distinct from the physical 
creation of production-values, has occupied a prominent 
position, when he has not constituted the dominant element, in 
all money-dealings, whether in what is called high finance or in 
what is very illogically considered the low finance of money- 
lending. “Either as high financier or as low moneylender 
the Jew is a manipulator of commercial values and of commercial 
credits, whether he joins the ranks of merchant-traders and 
becomes a merchant prince, or buys and sells shoddy to clothe 
the multitude. In all his commercial undertakings the Jew is 
obvious. He does not hide his light under bushels, and that 
is against him in bad times, for even in bad times his light 
still so shines before men that they are convinced that he is 
doing good business. Then goes up the illogical cry: ‘ It’s 
the fault of the Jew !’ That is part of the background of anti- 
Semitism in Germany against which the vilely inhuman per- 
secution of the Jews is being staged. 

The Jew has emerged from such persecutions before and 
confounded his tormentors, and then at some later stage in the 
world’s history the same tragedy has begun all over again. 
Various answers are given to account for that state of affairs, the 
majority of them being grounded on the allegation that ‘ man 
is after all an uncivilized brute.’ As the whole of Western 
civilization springs from Christianity, that answer would be 
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adequate if ‘ un-Christian’ were substituted for ‘ uncivilized.’ 
But that part of the Christian doctrine which refers to this 
world’s goods has been studiously misinterpreted by the spiri- 
tual pastors and masters of Christendom, and if an English 
archbishop were to lay aside his jewelled crosier and pectoral 
cross and permanently, and not as a temporary ‘ stunt,’ tramp 
the country in a homespun cassock preaching against Mammon, 
he would soon find himself placed under restraint. Yet he 
would be preaching the essential doctrine of Christian civiliza- 
tion. The Jew is persecuted because the Christian from time to 
time awakens to the fact that the Jew knows much more about 
Mammon than the Christian does. Christians have themselves 
adopted the more materialist aspect of the Jewish faith by 
worshipping the Golden Calf. In that respect the eventual 
persecutors of the Jew fight the Jew on his own ground and 
give him choice of weapons into the bargain. Christian 
civilization is at a disadvantage in trying to serve both God and 
Mammon, The Jew is under no such disadvantage. He has 
a contract with Jehovah, and Job’s reward for good behaviour is 
that his ‘ latter end shall be blessed more than his beginning’ 
with the sheep, camels, oxen and asses of this world. To be 
rich is for a Jew a sure sign of Jehovah’s favour. The rich 
Christian is always haunted by the fear that perhaps after all he 
may not be able to get his camel through the eye of that very 
troublesome needle. 

It is not mere chance that an anti-Christian movement in 
Nazi Germany should have coincided with brutal anti-Jew 
persecution. Man always seeks for a moral justification for all 
his acts, more particularly for those which he knows to be 
unjustifiable. Not by the most ingenious sophism could 
persecution be justified by Christian tenets, and the Nazis have 
not attempted it. They have simply based their justification 
on a doctrine of race—a doctrine which is anathema to Chris- 
tianity, but which the Jew knows (and the Nazi knows he knows) 
is a weapon of peculiarly deadly effect when turned against a 
people which has never had enough religious conviction to 
preach its faith, but has always insisted in its race. The Jews 
do not proselytize. They have always considered that Gentiles 
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or ‘Greeks’ polluted their holy race, and it is the irony of 
destiny that the charge brought against them by the Nazis 
should be that they have polluted the German race. 

On the other hand Christian theocracy in its heyday aggra- 
vated Jewish isolation. The Jews were thrown back more than 
ever on race as their only religion by being shut up in ghettos 
and purposely exposed to ridicule, in order that the Church 
might the better point the Christian moral. It is unfortunate 
for our civilization that, in the past at any rate, the Holy See was 
not as wise in great things as it was crafty in small ones. The 
Jewries and Judengassen imposed by the guilds and feudal 
monarchs only served to make the Jews cling more closely to 
their race as their sole means of survival. In Germany their 
very bodies were taxed, until the beginning of the eighteenth 
century, and the Leibzoll, or body tax, was removed only 
through the influence of a Berlin Jew who was well 
connected. 

The situation of the Jews has always been a special one in 
Germany. In modern times they walked in the shadow of 
Bismarck to reap whatever benefits might be offering from the 
establishment of the Reich. ( But what they themselves had to 
offer to Germany was enormous. It was they who taught the 
Germans how to export, and it was they who built the com- 
mercial bridge between Germany and England. In every 
department German trade owes everything to the Jewish 
trader, in Germany itself and everet) Bismarck patronized 
Jewish bankers such as Bleichréder, Mendelssohn and Schwa- 
bach, while Holstein, the ‘grey Eminence’ of the German 
Foreign Office, had curiously intricate dealings with Meyer- 
Cohn. Like other armies nearer home, the German Army 
produced that peculiar snobbery that expects a young lieutenant 
to live beyond his means, and it was to the Jew that the officer- 
class turned, greedy for the loan but hating the lender. A Jew 
of the name of Pariser was the young German Guardsman’s 
moneylender in the 1890’s and 1900’s. He was not unknown 
to Holstein. Before he handed over the money against his 
acceptance of the officers’ bills, he took the precaution—‘a 
mere formality ’"—of deducting his ‘ little commission’ of 10 
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per cent. plus the legal rate of interest. If the bill was not paid 
on due date, the officer commanding the regiment was informed 
of the transaction; and on one occasion there was an anti-Jew 
scandal in Berlin when one youngster, unable to redeem his 
bond, committed suicide. 

Before 1870 the trade of the Hansa ports had declined in 
favour of England. It was a Jew who was largely responsible 
for reviving the German transatlantic trade from Hamburg. 
Names like Miinz and Goldmann, Levysohn and Harden, and 
many others bear witness to the fact that the German daily and 
periodical press was largely controlled by Jewish interests. The 
German telegraphic press agency was Jewish and the Jews 
monopolized the buying and selling of wheat. In the matter of 
the last two branches of commerce at any rate, Germany was on 
all fours with the rest of the world. In the weekly comic 
papers and on the music hall stage it was the Jew who was paid 
to get the laughs, and—here again as in other countries—the 
Jew was the impresario. In short, the Jew was found in most 
of the places that matter in a nation’s civic life. That is so in 
England, too, but the situation of Jews in Germany was, until 
the recent persecutions which render comparisons impossible, 
very different from that of their brethren in England. In 
England the Jew has been able not only to occupy any strategical 
position which his money and brains can procure for him, but 
to doso publicly. He can afford to ‘ smile at the claims of long 
descent ’ because a coronet is his, if he chooses to pay for it. But 
in Germany it was otherwise. Bleichréder might hobnob with 
Bismarck, he might be able to write von before his name, and 
he might make despairing efforts to utilize his position as 
British Consul at Berlin, it was in vain that he knocked at the 
door of Berlin society. QNo other society in the world made 
more use of the Jews than Berlin society did; but they were 
backdoor transactions, shrouded in mystery) The Jew had to 
use the tradesmen’s entrance. 

In the 1880’s, the Jews were already considered as a menace 
by many Germans, and a Protestant pastor, Stoecker, led a 
campaign for their expulsion. Bismarck would have nothing 
to do with it: he needed the help of Jewish bankers for the 
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consolidation of his work, the German Empire, the selfsame 
Reich out of which the Nazis are hounding the Israelites to-day. 
Kaiser Wilhelm II had many faults; but he was neither a beast 
nor a fool. He ostentatiously made a friend of the shipping 
magnate, Ballin; but in vain. He could not force the most 
snobbish society in Europe to ‘ receive’ Jews. The Kaiser’s 
reward was that the Jewish-controlled press and the Jew- 
inspired comic papers took the lead in hurling at him those 
barbed shafts to which his impetuous conduct so constantly 
exposed him, while the same Jewish pens arraigned his inti- 
mates for moral offences, the actual proof of which, however 
true the accusations may have been in substance, was never 
forthcoming. 

The years after 1918 did nothing to diminish Jewish influence 
in Germany, indeed in many ways the War had strengthened it 
within an economic framework which had of course been 
weakened by war. Rathenau, the man who established a world 
monopoly for A.E.G. electricity equipment and tried to estab- 
lish a German stranglehold on Russia by the Treaty of Rapallo, 
fell a victim to a revulsion of popular feeling which had gone 
far beyond vague anti-Semitism and had become violently anti- 
Jew. Hitler cunningly exploited the existing feeling by em- 
bodying an anti-Jewish campaign in the programme of his Nazi 
Party. That programme was conceived in the smoke-laden 
atmosphere of the typical German beer-house. In keeping 
with the pronouncements of men behind their steadily mount- 
ing cardboard pile of discs for beer drunk, it was oracular. 
‘Things are going badly. Der Fude ist schuld—the Jew is to 
blame!’ Another drink, and then they went on with the awful 
deliberation of the befuddled. ‘ Things will never be righted 
until all Jews are turned out of key positions. (As for Socialists, 
the only thing to do with them is to put them up against the wall 
and shoot them.’ Hitler’s programme was not elaborated in 
the poverty-stricken hovels of the proletariat, but in the foul 
atmosphere of the lower middle class beer-houses and in the 
company of déclassés. Had the Fiihrer imbibed beer 
along with the pothouse politics he learned, his political 
programme might possibly have been more sober. It would 
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certainly not have become so bestial and insane in its 
execution. 

In the case of the pothouse politicians it was the beer that 
went to their heads. In Hitler’s case it was the programme. 
And when anything goes to a teetotaller’s head, the temporary 
extravaganzas caused by over-indulgence in alcoholic liquor are 
sanity itself compared with the hallucinations induced by 
political programmes swallowed neat. Chocolate soldiers are 
disturbingly real-and-earnest people. It is nothing against 
Hitler that he has not fulfilled the social promises of his political 
programme: he had never known the blank despair of the man 
with a family who wants to work, but finds none and sees 
starvation for those dearest to him; nor had he that warm- 
hearted humanity which can feel and understand without the 
personal trial. His programme knew nothing of that aspect, 
and in any case the unused planks of political platforms would 
suffice to pave all the waste places of the earth. The important 
thing in assessing what the Hitler programme has done to 
Germany is to realize that it was the typical pothouse programme 
of the lower middle class, a programme in which social amelio- 
ration had no part. German Stammtisch politics, the utter- 
ances of the pot-bellied men round the beer table, were of the 
‘Ram-you-Damn-you’ order, and it is strictly within the 
limitations of that beer-fuddled thought that Hitler’s teetotal 
policy finds its most sinister expression. The divagations of 
the night before have not ended in nightmares. They have 
been put into actual practice with the awful logic of nightmare. 
They are rushing to their catastrophic conclusion. A sane man 
in a sane country, when the very horror of his nightmare 
awakens him, tan turn over thankfully murmuring, ‘ My God, 
it might have been true!’ The case of the German Superman is 


1 Just a century ago Heine wrote: ‘On one occasion when I was in a 
Bierkeller in Gottingen I could not help being astonished at the thorough- 
ness with which my die-hard German friends were drawing up their list of 
proscriptions against the day when they should come to power. Anybody 
who was descended even in the seventh degree from a Frenchman, a Jew 
or a Slav was condemned to exile. . .. Death sentences were to be carried out 
by the axe (as being more genuinely German than the guillotine)... . Indeed 
the fanaticism of those regenerated Germanism-mongers was a sort of 
religion, easily outstripping any of the fanaticism that reason sometimes 
breeds.’ 
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infinitely different. In the dead of night, in one of those 
infrequent intervals he enjoys for individual thought, all that is 
left for him is to clutch the bedclothes and moan, ‘ Heil Hitler! 
It zs true!’ 


The position of the Roman Catholic Church in Germany is 
a peculiar one. However much they would like to, the Nazis 
cannot persecute Roman Catholics by the processes they adopt 
towards Jews. That would end in an exodus of nearly one- 
third of the German population! Moreover, however effective 
a race attack may be against a religion based on race, it is worse 
than useless against a religion based on conscience and would be 
palpably clumsy. Even in the political arena the Nazi Party, 
when it challenges the Roman Church, is on dangerous ground, 
for the political strength of the Catholic Party in Germany is 
not only considerable, but traditional. When Bismarck said 
that ‘ Catholic and enemy of Prussia are synonymous terms,’ 
he was not thinking in terms of religion, but of politics. To- 
day the Nazis are trying to fight Roman Catholicism as a 
political force, but Roman Catholicism is strenuously opposing 
Nazism as a pagan danger. The reply of the Nazis has been 
ingenuous, not to say silly. They accuse the Vatican of being 
in league with Communism. That charge is not new. Noth- 
ing that the Nazis have so far done has in fact shown the faintest 
trace of originality, except of course the annual attacks of 
hysteria staged at Nuremberg. 

Hitler, having convinced himself that he could treat France 
and more especially England as second-rate Powers, settled 
down to try conclusions with the Roman Church. Bismarck 
had done precisely the same. Having settled the Reich’s 
position as the leading continental Power, he felt strong enough 
to start his personal crusade against Rome. The crusade 
started in 1872; it lasted for fifteen years; and in the end 
Bismarck was utterly routed. The fight went on for so long 
that it received a special name: it was called the Kulturkampf— 
the ‘ Battle of Culture,’ whether on behalf of Prussian culture 
or, as is more probable, as directed against the Roman Kultus 
was never really quite clear. The issues were clear enough. 
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Roman Catholic priests had incurred Bismarck’s ire. Their 
crime—stigmatized as a ‘ political offence ’—was that, moved by 
the wretched lot of peasants and factory labourers in Germany, 
they had declared that the ultimate responsibility for that state 
of affairs lay with ‘ capital, which knows nothing of humanity.’ 
The remedy they proposed was an alliance with the Socialists. 
The word Communism is not more terrifying to-day to Chan- 
cellor Hitler than was the word Socialist to Chancellor Bis- 
marck. The Roman Catholic Church on the side of social 
reform! The Vatican as the champion of the under-dog! The 
Nazis in any case have Bismarck’s experience to guide them, if 
they choose to read their history. It was the Roman Catholic 
clergy who proceeded to outline a Christian-Socialist party 
programme, demanding increase of wages, reduction of hours 
of labour, sanitary inspection of factories, and Sunday as a day 
of rest—a programme which stank in the nostrils of the 
Protestant Iron Chancellor, no less than Catholic preaching of 
liberty of conscience revolts Germany’s Catholic Chancellor 
to-day. In 1887, after having imprisoned bishops and priests 
and left more than one thousand parishes without their priests, 
Bismarck was defeated. Fifteen years is a very short time in 
the history of the Roman Catholic Church. 


In the absence of any political experience, Germany’s inter- 
national relations could hardly be otherwise conceived by her 
tulers than as a Superman’s power policy, the success of which 
depended on the employment of shock tactics. That is un- 
fortunate for other nations, because Germany has international 
problems of considerable complexity to be solved, and spec- 
tacular shock tactics, even when they appear most successful, 
provide no permanent solution for those problems. 

The German feeling of being hemmed in is quite compre- 
hensible, and the Drang nach Osten is no idle phrase as applied 
to demographic pressure to the South-East of Europe. It also 
has the force of economic advantages. Germany’s overseas 
possessions were of no economic benefit to her. The Danube 
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lands and military trade-routes to the Mediterranean and the 
Black Sea are an immediate and obvious attraction for a mili- 
tarized Reich. They would be the most important contribu- 
tion possible to the ideal of world domination which does duty 
for a reasoned international policy in Germany. Even to-day 
some of Germany’s leaders may doubt whether Germany could 
literally dominate the world, but all Germans, whether under 
the Kaiser or the Nazi régime, whether serious or hallucinated, 
have always believed that Germany could and should dominate 
in a world of second-rate peoples. That is the ‘ political’ 
tradition preached and handed down by German philosophy. 
The normal squeeze-out of peoples is towards the equator 
and away from the poles. The push may at any time be west or 
east, or even north or south; but that is only a matter of routes, 
not of direction. In the German case the outlook has been 
radically continental, and even Hansa trading did nothing to 
change it, so that strictly speaking Weltanschauung, which 
Germans talk so much about, is not ‘ world outlook ’ at all, but 
a purely European continental outlook. Germany’s claim to 
colonies does not express a national craving. The open spaces 
of the earth made no appeal to a people whose existence, until 
the day before yesterday, was clustered round a number of 
feudal castles. To forsake the well-ordered life of a small 
principality and roam the great outside world in search of 
adventurous gain seemed the veriest lunacy. Where Germans 
have settled on the land overseas, as in South America for 
instance, it has not been as individual pioneers like the Italians, 
but as ‘ colonies ’ under local German administration and under 
control from the Fatherland. It was Germany’s misfortune to 
be a parvenu as a European Power, but it was also her fault. 
She arrived by virtue of military victories, and not by process 
of political evolution tempered by defeats as well as victories. 

_ The German masses grew up with traditions of easy victories, 
which were true; with conceptions about intellectual leader- 
ship, which were only half true; and with convictions about 
race superiority, which were not true at all. The clean external 
orderliness of Germany concealed a sordid materialism and a 
moral torpidity which suffocated independent political thought. 
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The German, however, did not perceive what was wrong in his 
political life. He was comforted by being told he was a Super- 
man, and as his militarized life seemed to spell ordered pros- 
perity, he accepted it as the inevitable form of the racially 
civilized State. Taxes were high, hours of work long, and meat 
scarcity was periodical; but there were compensations in 
various forms of State insurance, such as no other nation 
possessed. That was the mess of pottage for which the German 
had sold his birthright of individual freedom and his human 
right to aspire to political liberties. But he was unaware of it. 
To the tinkling of Jewish money-bags and the jingling of Junker 
spurs, the Hohenzollern Reich strode on triumphantly, so that 
the German became more and more convinced that the race 
doctrine was right and that he was indeed a Superman. He 
forgot that, though Liberal aspirations had never been realized 
in the Fatherland, they had been striven for and died for. The 
eventual reaction to the dual domination of materialism and 
militarism was a curious form of Socialism with no vital spark. 
Lacking any political atmosphere of Liberalism in which it 
might become human, it was little more than an ultra-scientific 
robot. 

Long before Bismarck’s time Left Wing propagandists had 
always been treated with bloody irony, and that treatment 
proved highly effective, because political opposition never 
received the slightest support from German intellectuals, who 
were nothing more than State hirelings when they had govern- 
ment jobs, or hopeful hangers-on when they had not. Blood 
and iron can suppress a manifestation, but they never suffice to 
stamp out a movement which has any intellectual driving force 
behind it. German revolt against tyranny has thus been 
condemned to be the durnb despairing revolt of long-suffering, 
courageous men and women against whom all the resources 
of a highly militarized state were employed with the approval of 
the general public. But the spirit of revolt is most dangerous 
when it is driven underground, and it is to provide against that 
danger that the Nazi régime has multiplied the occasions of 
patriotism in mass formation, with the Fiihrer as the star per- 
former. All unconsciously Hitler incarnates the repression 
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complex of the millions before whom and for whom his hysteri- 
cal outbursts are staged. These periodical explosions are as 
much a necessity for him as for them, since both Leader and led 
are chained to the Moloch controlled by the ruling trinity of 
Germany: landowners, industrialists and the military. On 
the day when the efficacy of Nuremberg explosions has worn 
off, the explosion will be outwards. 

Colonies for Germany will solve nothing. Whatever may be 
said for or against handing over African territories to Germany, 
colonial possessions are no solution of the German problem, and 
European statesmen would not have any fewer headaches if 
Germany had a colonial empire. The German still lacks two 
essential qualifications for colonial administration: independ- 
ence of character and individuality. He does not lack for 
intrepidity or self-reliance, but they must be within a hier- 
archical scheme which he understands. He lacks that good- 
humoured tolerance which can only come from instinctive self- 
reliance. The herd instinct predominates: it makes for force, 
but not for freedom of action. Even when he started in busi- 
ness on his own, a German did not feel safe without a companion. 
On the front page of his ledger were inscribed in large gothic 
letters, ‘ With God,’ Who was thus made an accessory to all 
transactions, honest or nefarious, therein recorded. In Nazi 
Germany, God is no longer the Sleeping Partner. His place 
has been taken by the Heil Hitler at the end of every com- 
mercial letter. 

On the other hand, if the Germans have not had the coloniz- 
ing spirit, they have, as a vigorous race with a growing popula- 
tion, always been expansionists. What the Germans reproach 
the British with is that we have done nothing to deserve an 
overseas empire. But their greatest reproach is that we did not 
know how to weld our overseas possessions into a gigantic 
military State—the military World Empire of Germany’s 
dreams. ‘hat is the point of view of military expansionists, not 
of colonists. It is quite possible that the Germans could have 
produced a Cecil Rhodes. It is inconceivable that they should 
ever have produced a Dr. Jim. 

When Germany had colonies, it was not to them that German 
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emigrants went. That in itself is perhaps not a complete 
argument for not letting Germany have colonies now, but it is at 
least a logical one. Even. however if she had them, it is unlikely 
that their possession would relieve the demographic pressure 
she complains of, though that complaint too is highly illogical 
when she imports thousands of foreign labourers every month. 
German economists explain that possession of colonies would 
ease Germany’s economic situation, by giving her access to the 
raw materials she wants. The argument is not a good one, 
because the raw materials are not present in any tracts of land 
which might, in the most favourable circumstances, be ceded to 
the Reich. Moreover, unless Germany proposed to introduce 
slave-labour, the raw materials if they existed would require 
capital to exploit. Dr. Schacht’s barter-marks would not 
suffice in that case. ‘There remains the question of German 
national pride. Unfortunately colonial possessions would not 
even be a sop to it. They would be merely an appetizer, and 
Germany would soon be hammering at the doors of every 
Foreign Office in Europe, demanding more Danegeld. 

No nation escapes its destiny. It is no accident that the 
whole trend of German international policy to-day is precisely 
what it was when Bismarck prolonged Frederick the Great’s 
schemes: successful predatory wars, or profitable concessions 
to be won by the threat of war. That became the German 
instinct, and the Nazi régime has exploited it to the full. Race 
instinct does duty for political insight. It confronts the 
German Superman with some curious dilemmas. In August 
1914 all Germans felt that the British Government had for 
years been deliberately deceiving them as to what British 
policy really was in foreign affairs. In August 1938 the Ger- 
man Superman found himself faced with the riddle of deciding 
whether the British Government had any policy at all. 


CHAPTER IX 
German Political Parties 


BEFORE 1919 UNDER THE HOHENZOLLERN 
REGIME, AND AFTER 1919 UNDER THE 
WEIMAR REGIME 


Tue Reichstag had as little influence on the political governance 
of Germany as an Academy of Letters has on any country’s 
literature. It registered the wishes of the clique which, through 
the Imperial Chancellor, governed the Reich. It might 
register its displeasure with any particular government measure 
by passing the law with only a small majority, or it might even 
in a venturesome mood refuse to pass a law; but it rarely 
ventured so far, incidentally because that was sheer waste of 
time, since the governing clique had ways and means of con- 
verting its wishes into the law of the land with or without the 
Reichstag. The Reichstag was a nuisance to the ruling trinity 
of Germany. It was like having a maiden aunt as a permanent 
lodger in the house and being obliged to listen to daily criticisms 
of one’s every deed or word. The Reichstag was a political 
academy. Its use was that, although powerless to influence the 
government of the country, it echoed the various voices of public 
opinion. That was why the Nazis had it burnt to the ground. 
Public opinion cannot altogether be suppressed even in Nazi 
Germany; but there was to be no chance of its being voiced, 
much less echoed. 

It is, however, of some interest to see, by reference to the 
Reichstag parties, how public opinion in Germany was more or 
less grouped, before the Nazis took charge of the Fatherland 
and, in the parlance of South American decrees, ‘ revoked all 
contrary decisions.’ 


Tue HOHENZOLLERN REGIME 
[A] Ricut Winc (Absolutists) 
1. Conservatives: comprising Junkers, reactionaries and 
ultra-Protestant clericals. 
93 
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2. Free Conservatives: consisting of what was called the 
Reichspartei, mace up of landed proprietors, nobility 
and big industrialists. 


[B] CENTRE 

This was the Roman Catholic group and included nobility, 
middle class and workers, who were all monarchists and 
imperialists. It supported certain measures of social reform 
as the best means of serving the reactionary cause by pre- 
venting open discontent among the less favoured classes of 
society. 

In 1912 the Right Wing and the Centre formed what was 
called the ‘blue-black bloc,’ supporting the chancellor, 
Bethmann-Hollweg. 


[C] Lerr Winc 

1. National Liberals: comprising large commercial and 
industrial interests. They favoured the idea of a 
limited parliamentary monarchy, within a system 
which would have made ministers responsible not to 
the Kaiser, but to the Reichstag. 

2. Liberal-Radicals, or Progressives: representing the 
Protestant middle class. Their programme was a 
constitutional monarchy, secular school instruction, 
and separation of Church and State. 

3. Socialists: Their tendencies were republican, but it was 
only on occasions when debates between them and the 
Right Wing became heated that they would sometimes 
admit that their ideal was a republic. Even so, only a 
very small proportion seriously advocated a republican 
régime for Germany, because they were not themselves 
convinced of either its feasibility or necessity. 


[D] INDEPENDENTS 
These deputies remained unattached to any of the other 
parties, voting as they pleased. They included Poles, 
Danes, Alsace-Lorrainers, Guelfs and a few others. 


The Junkers had a disproportionately large voice even in the 


German Political Parties 95 


Reichstag, on account of the population inequality of the voting 
districts. Thus, a few thousand votes sufficed to return an 
agrarian deputy, but hundreds of thousands were required for 
one deputy to be elected for an industrial centre. Nevertheless 
the workers’ discontent grew apace, and the Socialists who had 
only 43 seats in 1907 had more than 100 in 1912. 

Socialism, in as far as it expressed industrial discontent, had 
indeed made rapid strides. In the 1871 elections, the Socialists 
returned only one deputy and polled 102,000 votes. In 1903 
there were 81 Socialist deputies and the Socialist poll was over 
3,000,000. ‘The reason was the famine salaries paid in industry, 
as in Japan to-day. The worker received the equivalent of only 
seven shillings a week for a day of twelve hours! 

In May and June of 1878 two attempts were made against the 
old Emperor’s life, one by Hédel, an anarchist, and the other by 
Dr. Karl Nobiling, a professor of philology. The former was 
beheaded, while the latter died, in the now classic Nazi con- 
centration camp manner, ‘ of self-inflicted wounds.’ Neither 
of these men was a Socialist, but the latter was officially declared 
to be one, in order to enable Bismarck to pass his violent anti- 
Socialist laws. Meetings were prohibited, associations dis- 
solved, newspapers ‘ subversive of social order ’ were suppressed 
and a state of siege declared in various towns. In proleptically 
Nazi fashion, domiciliary visits were instituted, men and women 
‘beaten up,’ thousands were imprisoned, and thousands ex- 
pelled from the country. The Nazi technique has its historical 
traditions! 

In 1907 the Socialists lost half their seats in the Reichstag, 
because they had dared to vote against excessive military ex- 
penditure. That was very foolish of them because, as has been 
pointed out, the German Army has always been taboo even for 
the ‘ proletariat’ in Germany. The Socialists had forgotten 
that, in their enthusiasm in the cause of peace. To preach peace 
to a militarist people is to court St. Stephen’s end. It is only 
war-like people, like the French, who are sincere lovers of 
peace. The Socialists never repeated their mistake. They 
obediently voted anything the Army cared to ask for, after paying 
lip-service to peace by a few speeches of protest. 
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By 1913 the German Monthly Socialist Review, in a long 
article, had got as far as being an advocate not of militarism in 
theory, but of German militarism in practice. Its reason was 
that ‘ Germany would not be considered, if she was not well 
armed, and a strong German Army is the only means wherewith 
to inspire respect.’ That still is, as it was then, a faithful 
reflection of g9°9 per cent. of German public opinion. 


Tue Wermar REGIME 


The period is from January 1919 to November 12, 1933, the 
date on which the Nazis suppressed all political parties, except 
their own. 


I Wermar PartTIEs, i.e. those who supported the republican 
constitution. 
1. Social Democrats 
This party descended in direct line from Lassalle’s 
Union of German Workers of 1863. That Union had 
allied itself to the Bebel and Liebknecht Workers’ Party 
of 1875. It was from their first Congress at Erfurt in 
1891 that the German Socialist movement under the 
Hohenzollern régime was born. 
2. Catholic Centre 
To a large extent made up of the same elements as the 
Centre party under the Hohenzollern régime. Graf 
Hertling, who was chancellor in 1917, was of this party, 
as was von Papen, though neither was prominent in the 
party itself. After 1918 the party’s tendency was to be 
parliamentarian and anti-dictatorial. It collaborated with 
the Social Democrats, as it had done with the Socialist 
party in the Hohenzollern régime, for social reforms. 
3. Democrat Party 
This was made up of representative of the Liberal 
middle class, and formed, with (1) and (2) above, what 
was known as the ‘ Weimar coalition.’ 
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Unlike the Social Democrats and the Catholic Centre 
however, the Democrat Party was born of the defeat of 
1918, and had no historical party traditions behind it. 
It contained nevertheless many members from the old 
Hohenzollern groups. Friedrich Naumann, author of 
the famous Mitteleuropa and a former Reichstag deputy, 
wasamember. He was prominent in the Party and took 
a leading part in framing the Weimar Constitution, 
especially the section dealing with the ‘ rights and duties 
of Germans.’ 

It was an opportunist party and soon ceased to have 
any influence. It refused to accept the Versailles Diktat. 
Its failure politically is particularly interesting, because 
it was from the solid middle class that the Party should 
have been able to draw strength and support. But that 
well was dry! It was precisely because the German 
middle class had never had a thimbleful of political 
intuition that the Weimar Constitution was doomed to 
failure. That charter was not worth the paper on which 
it was written, owing to the political bankruptcy of the 
German middle class. ‘The Party might have been the 
rallying point for a new Germany; but the stupidity of 
the middle class prepared the way for a Great Nazi 
Germany, a form of government which was all that class 
understood. Rathenau, who was murdered in 1922, was 
a member of the Party; also Professor Bonn. 


II NATIONAL REACTIONARY PARTIES 


I. 


German People’s Party 

Founded in 1918 from elements of the Right Wing of 
the old National Liberals of the Hohenzollern régime. 
Under Stresemann, its founder and chief, it represented 
the powerful industrial magnates and laboured unceas- 
ingly for the re-establishment of the old hierarchy of the 
Hohenzollern régime. Prominent among the Party’s 
members were Curtius, General von Seeckt, Scholz, 
Kahl, Stinnes, Végler and Kallew, and indeed one-third 
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of its members were industrialists. They voted against 
the Weimar Constitution. 

They aimed at establishing a Volkskaisertum—a 
typically German concertina word, containing a host of 
contradictory implications and not one clear idea! It may 
be translated as ‘ People’s Empire.’ 

What is important is that they were all rabid expan- 
sionists and imperialists, in other words, Pan-German- 
ists. Stresemann, who concealed, as so many Germans 
do, a quick and subtle mind behind vast adipose tissue, 
was the most imperialistic of all the Party. That is why 
Hitler never misses an opportunity of besmirching his 
memory. There are plenty of Hohenzollerns to take 
Hitler’s place, just as the Prince Umberto might one day 
become the Italian Duce, and dictators love the advocates 
of their rivals just one shade less than they do their rivals. 
Stresemann had warmly supported the ruthless and 
indiscriminate submarine campaign during the war and 
was one of the principal defenders of the disgraceful 
Brest-Litovsk Treaty. He was careful, after the war, to 
preserve a shop-window dressing of reasonable Liberal- 
ism, in order to gain the sympathies of the Quai d’Orsay 
and Downing Street. But after his death the Party 
threw discretion to the wind and became frankly 
reactionary Right Wing. Their electioneering platform 
was the revision of the Treaty of Versailles. 


German National People’s Party 

This was recruited from Hohenzollern Conservatives 
and Right Wing Liberals. Its programme was: anti- 
democracy, anti-Versailles, pro-Army, etc. It was a 
purely reactionary party. It voted against the Weimar 
Constitution. Among its prominent members were 
Hugenberg, Delbriick and Hellferich. It rallied to it 
landowners and industrialists, and made a bid for the 
votes of the middle class and the workers’ syndicates. 
The Stahlhelm was its pretorian guard! 

The Party supported Hitler, hoping to make use of him 
and then get rid of him. 
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3. A number of small groups. 


III 


I. 


REVOLUTIONARY PARTIES 

Nationalist Socialist Party 
It owed its origin to the elections of 1928, following a 

split between: 

(a) the German Popular Liberation Movement, which 
included Graefe, Henning, Count Reventlow, General 
Fritsch and other officers; and 

(b) the National Socialist Party, which was founded in 
1923 at Munich. This was the Hitler Party, which was 
to a large extent composed of important groups from 
the masses, attracted, as only Germans can be, to the 
military formations represented by the Stahlhelm 
groups which very soon rallied to Hitler. 


The National Socialist Party gradually united all 
enemies of the democratic régime in Germany. Hitler 
knows how to enthuse the masses: he has never felt for 
or with the poor and downcast, for he was never one of 
them. He was a bourgeois déclassé: a failure, not a 
worker in revolt. The appeal and success of the Nazis 
were that they proposed to substitute action for words; 
and they maintained an iron discipline and ruthless 
punishments—the Authority which is as far as the politi- 
cal understanding of the German goes. 


Hitler’s four ‘ principles ’ were : a Fihrer ; a Race; a 
National State ; and brutal force. 

The first was copied from Italy. The second was a 
Pan-Germanist plagiary. The third was borrowed from 
Russia. As to the fourth, it adequately summed up 100 
per cent. of German political conceptions. Small 
wonder that Adolf Hitler has been such a success. Had 
he had one single glimmering of political enlightenment, 
he could never have been successful. Cunning, instinct, 
ruthlessness and brute force—Hitler embodies all that 
Germans most admire, and that is why they have hailed 
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him as their Messiah. ‘I am glad to know that I have 
around me millions of unshakable, fanatical National 
Socialists "—so spoke the Fuhrer on September 9, 1938. 
The cure for German political rabies is going to be 
Europe’s problem for many a long year. 


Communist Party of Germany 

The prominent members of this Party were Thael- 
mann, Brandler, Ruth Fischer, Heinz Neumann, Klara 
Zetkin and Torgler. The reasons which made the Nazi 
Party such a frenzied success sufficiently account for the 
failure of Communism in Germany. 


CHAPTER X 
The Keystone of German ‘ World Policy’ 


CENTRAL EUROPE AS THE LEGITIMATE 
ZONE FOR GERMAN CONQUEST 


TRADITIONALLY the Drang nach Osten belongs to Prussia, 
Brandenburg being the outpost set up primarily by the German 
emperors both as a military colony and as the north-east 
frontier march of the Empire to be a bulwark against the incur- 
sions of the Slavs of the Elbe and Oder regions. But historic- 
ally the phrase may be taken, as Germans took it, to mean 
German pressure to the south-east. The Pan-German plan 
was that there should in the first place be a Balkan Union under 
Germany, with Austria as Germany’s sleeping partner and 
Hungary as a willing persecutor of Slavs. Poland was to be 
placed under German suzerainty. Germany would then have 
access to Salonika and the Mediterranean. After that position 
had been consolidated, the next thing was to make the Suez 
Canal unsafe for the British, by stirring up trouble in Egypt, 
and then by launching a military attack against the Canal with 
the help of the Turks. The policy to be adopted was to flatter 
the Mussulmans in Northern Africa and Asia Minor, and then 
to take the first opportunity of ‘ intervening’ in Palestine and 
elsewhere in favour of local ‘ national aspirations.’ The full 
economic-political plan was thereafter to be developed along a 
military trade route stretching from Hamburg to the Persian 
Gulf, bringing in on the way the Dual Monarchy, Bulgaria, 
Rumania and Turkey, and passing through Salonika, the Bos- 
phorus and Baghdad. 

It was the custom outside Germany to look upon the Pan- 
German plan, on these or similar lines, as the wildest of dreams. 
There is no excuse for so regarding it to-day, for the shifting of 
some of the European frontiers at the Treaty of Versailles could 
not have been better conceived by the most ardent Pan- 
Germanists. It is not that the frontiers in themselves were 
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wrong if, as was hoped, the nations of the world, after the blood 
bath of 1914-18, were determined to live in peace. Most 
modern critics who are so wise after later events would have 
made a far worse job of the task which confronted the Peace 
Delegates in 1919. Where the framers of the peace treaties 
went wrong was in thinking that Germany would not and 
could not start another war. They did not of course imagine 
that quite a number of ingenious people outside Germany 
would soon be proving by a sort of rule of three that Germany 
had not started the last one. What they did imagine and hope 
was that the heterogeneous peoples of Central Europe, freed 
from the German menace, would settle down to live side by 
side without undue wrangling. The safeguard of peace for 
such disputes as might be serious was to be the League of 
Nations. That policy presupposed not only that Germany 
would behave, but that the United States of America would 
give the full weight of their authority to the League, which 
would then have been in a position to see that everybody 
behaved. It is hardly fair to blame those who laboured at 
Versailles for lack of prescience, in addition to damning them 
for having been uncharitable to the losing side. They could 
not foresee that America would not be a member of the League 
after all, thereby completely robbing it of its world influence 
and encouraging Japan to set the pace for twentieth-century 
imperialism. ‘They would of course have been omniscient if 
they could have foreseen that an English Prime Minister would 
one day scoff at the League and give a re-armed Germany, the 
greatest military power in Western Europe, to understand that 
the weaker nations of Central Europe would have to fend for 
themselves against a German onslaught. 

Nazi policy in Central Europe is cunningly concealed behind 
a barrage of outbursts about race. “The Czechs are a race of 
pygmies, devoid of culture, who come from God knows where.’ 
It was kind of Field-Marshal Goering to expose the psycho- 
logical attitude of Germany in his speech at Nuremberg in 
September last, but Germany’s real aims become clearer if we 
consider the Pan-German objectives which Nazi Germany is 
working so effectively to realize. The decisive struggle in 
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world policy, said the Pan-Germans, is between German and 
Slav. France must be crushed, in order that she can never bar 
our path to the East. That was the view before 1914, and the 
German expansionists have never abandoned that aim. The 
Pan-German argument started from the point of German race 
superiority and then proceeded more or less on the following 
lines: 

Many hundreds of years ago Germans were called in to the 
states of Central Europe by foreign kings and territorial bishops, 
in order to give an impetus to industrial and agricultural produc- 
tion. When new districts were to be opened up to civilization, 
it was from the Eifel or Swabia or Thuringia or some other 
thickly populated German zone that emigrants were tempted by 
all kinds of promised privileges. In this capacity of hospites 
they themselves prospered and brought prosperity to the 
regions where they worked. ‘Thus Germans were arbitrarily 
scattered between the Alps and the Carpathians like the salt of 
the earth. Unwilling, however, to be absorbed within the 
community of the ‘inferior peoples’ among whom they were 
domiciled, they awaited the day when a great German Fihrer 
should ‘ reinstate ’ them as the dominant race among a mass of 
sub-humans. 

Historically, the argument proceeded, Austria and more 
particularly Vienna was the Ostmark—the eastern outpost of 
Germanism ; but Bohemia was the starting point for the Drang 
nach Osten, because in this at least the Pan-Germanists agreed 
with Bismarck when he said that ‘ Vienna cannot be governed 
like a suburb of Berlin.’ The Nazis of course think otherwise, 
but the fact that they have modified some of the details of the 
old Pan-German programme is in itself proof that they have 
adopted it. The Pan-Germanists looked upon the Habsburg 
State as ‘ an enlarged outpost of the German nucleus,’ where the 
peoples whom Goering calls pygmies enjoyed all the gigantic 
advantages of German organization. The only thing that 
bound the Habsburg states together was the fact that it was 
‘impossible for military reasons for small nationality-sections 
to maintain themselves ’ as separate political entities, whereas a 
great military power like Germany could ‘ coerce nationalities.’ 
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The Germans themselves had unfortunately been ‘ over- 
whelmed by Latin-French civilization until they became 
genuine free Germans.’ When either of those events happened 
and how was not explained by the Pan-Germans, but the next 
step in the Drang nach Osten argument is of some importance. 

“As long as the Latin-Franks—the French—were young, 
they pushed out their national boundaries almost as far as the 
Rhine. The Latin-Teutons [shades of Arminius!] as long as 
they were young, pushed out their boundaries far to the East, 
and through the people they had sent there and by the pressure 
of Authority made distant lands practically German. At that 
stage, however, their power of assimilation stopped, for no 
apparent reason. . . . How admirable it would be for us if we 
could convert Czechs into Germans! But it simply cannot be 
done.” The Germans had lost ‘ their medieval Germanizing 
spirit.’ They had becorne a militarist people, so that ‘ modern 
Germans are almost everywhere bad Germanizers.’ Penetra- 
tion had therefore to be on military lines, as became a great 
military people, for ‘the selfsame ability which opens the 
markets of the world to us and makes German arms victorious 
closes to us the hearts of those peoples who are climbing up out 
of the mist.’ 

Friedrich Naumann, who was not a fire-eating Pan-German, 
when advocating the creation of a composite Central Europe in 
his Mitteleuropa, put forward with great skill the argument in 
favour of Germany’s mission there. In his view the Drang 
nach Osten could be implemented without actual military 
conquest, but by fear of a Germany victorious in arms against 
the Allies in 1914-18. He wrote during the war and stated at 
the outset that a German-controlled Central Europe would have 
to be ‘ founded as Bismarck founded the German Empire, in 
blood and iron.’ Vienna must at any rate be under Berlin’s 
thumb for the Pan-German dream to be realized. Naumann 
was at some difficulty in reconciling the impatient feeling in 
Germany that Austria was ‘a bad debt’ in the Great Germany 
idea with the equally impatient feeling that Germany’s future 
was in the Danube regions. He was perspicacious enough to 
see that for Germany to pursue her aims on Superior Race lines 
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was nonsense, and warned his compatriots against such a 
policy. One of Naumann’s difficulties was the question of the 
variety of religious denominations in Central Europe, and he 
got over that difficulty by advocating tolerance. 

But religion is not an essential difficulty. Language is; and 
given enough personal dislikes and national hates the difficulty 
is unsurmountable. ‘Tolerance will not solve the problem, as 
in the case of religion, for it will not in itself remove the hates: 
indeed it may serve to perpetuate them. The tolerance which 
Naumann envisaged in his heart of hearts was that only the 
German language was in such a case tolerable. The German 
language would have to be introduced at the point of a very 
sharp sword, a process which is the nearest approach to peaceful 
penetration which even the mildest Pan-German can imagine. 
* The dominating control of Germany in an enlarged Germany ” 
would be the means of establishing German hegemony through- 
out Central Europe, and ‘ Croats, Slovaks, Czechs, Poles, Mag- 
yars and all other races would voluntarily use the German lan- 
guage.’ As language was to be the binding force, everything 
hinges on the word ‘ voluntarily.’ In this case the Nazis have 
complicated the issue by their attitude towards religion. By the 
end of the nineteenth century, if not earlier, reasonable toler- 
ance of religious cults had been established as the hall-mark of a 
civilized power. It was left to the Nazi régime to be intolerant 
of all cults whatsoever that refuse to hail Adolf Hitler as the 
Lord’s Anointed. 

With every Pan-German argument still holding good for the 
Nazi régime as Germany’s just reward for the 1914-18 war, and 
with intolerance of creeds, cults and languages added to point 
the argument, the Nazi version of the Drang nach Osten could 
not be other than military assault, with gangster-blackmail as the 
prelude. 

Officialized propaganda abroad of the Pan-German idea was 
not started by Dr. Goebbels, though it is an act of Nazi faith 
that nothing existed before the advent of Hitler and his satel- 
lites. Many of the German unions for fostering Germanism 
abroad are of respectable age, dating from at least 1881, and 
within a year of the signing of the Versailles Treaty new Ger- 
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man patriotic leagues were established abroad for stirring up 
trouble where that was possible locally and for resuscitating the 
old Pan-German idea. In 1920 a special organization was 
created in Berlin to act as a sort of clearing house for the 
German societies abroad. It was called ‘ the Defence League 
for Germanism on the frontiers and abroad,’ and with the intro- 
duction of wireless Stuttgart soon became known as ‘ the capital 
of Germanism abroad.’ Race frenzy and nationalist campaigns 
did not wait for Hitler to start them: they were already being 
actively carried on in Upper Silesia, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania, Hungary, Jugoslavia, Italy, Schleswig and Alsace- 
Lorraine. The ‘ Aid Society for German Bohemians and the 
Sudeten country’ was already active in 1920, its principal 
efforts being directed to intriguing Slovaks against Czechs. 
The Prague Government closed it, but it came up smiling as a 
‘Federation for German Culture in Czechoslovakia,’ and in 
May 1921 it numbered no less than 180,000 members. In 
every other frontier country with Germany there was the same 
tale. Under the Nazi régime the tempo was increased and the 
tone became strident. Moreover the objectives were no longer 
concealed, though many people in England were as deaf to 
Goebbels’ extremely plain statements as they were blind to 
Ribbentrop’s Nazi salute at the Court of St. James. Goebbels’ 
Angriff—never was name more apt: The Onslaught—declared 
on March 14, 1937, on the occasion of the fourth anniversary of 
the Nazi Ministry of Propaganda, that ‘ the higher objective of 
German propaganda under one direction is to strengthen the 
nation for the world conflict.’ In case anybody should not 
have quite caught his meaning, Goebbels made things still 
plainer some days later by declaring that Nazi activity abroad 
was a question of internal German politics which had nothing 
to do with other countries. Finally, in order to convince the 
most doubting foreign Thomas of what Germany’s intentions 
were, Goebbels took advantage of the visit to Breslau in the 
summer of 1937 of singers from the Sudeten territory of 
Czechoslovakia to declare that ‘in spite of frontiers, what 
should be united will be united’ and all joined in repeating 
after Goebbels ‘ One Nation, one Empire, one Fithrer.’ 
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In implementing her Central European and Near Eastern 
policy the German line of action in European affairs is almost a 
parallel one to-day with what it was before 1914 and the Rome- 
Berlin axis is older than either Hitler or Mussolini. 

Since the beginning of the century Germany had given up all 
pretence at concealment that her policy was a power policy. The 
Drang nach Osten had been successfully carried into Turkey 
ever since von Pressel had elaborated his Turkish railway plan 
for Asia Minor in 1871. Fearing a Russian menace to India by 
way of Turkestan, British foreign policy had aided the Deutsche 
Bank, which was behind the German-controlled Anatolian 
Railway Company. France and Great Britain were estranged. 
Turkey was Germany’s friend, largely out of gratitude to the 
Kaiser for his attitude in Armenian, Greek and Macedonian 
affairs. The Boer War had distracted Great Britain’s attention 
from less pressing matters, and for a time Germany had a free 
hand in Asia Minor. The full realization of her plans suffered 
a set-back over the ‘ Koviet incident’ in 1901, when control of 
the Persian Gulf at the eventual terminus of the proposed 
Baghdad Railway had been secured to Great Britain by the 
British Navy. But in exchange for a mutual agreement over 
claims against Venezuela in 1903 Berlin was given a free hand by 
London in its negotiations for the definite concession to the 
Anatolian Company of the Baghdad railway project. 

The Venezuelan incident had been connected with a pro- 
longed period of revolution in that country. A British consul 
had been killed and property of foreigners damaged. In 1902 
both the British and German governments sent cruisers and 
presented Notes to Venezuela demanding satisfaction. This 
action was followed by an ultimatum, and the British and Ger- 
man ministers left Caracas. A few months later it was agreed 
to refer matters to arbitration at the Hague and at Washington. 
At this juncture, however, Germany decided to see exactly how 
much the Monroe Doctrine was worth without the support of 
the British Navy. Her cruisers bombarded the small, unde- 
fended village of San Carlos, which was burnt to the ground, 
many of the inhabitants being killed. As in the case of Addis 
Ababa, Guernica and Almeria, in modern totalitarian times, the 
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world of 1903 held up its hands in horror; but otherwise it did 
nothing. The United States Government held up its hands as 
high as anybody else. It left the Monroe Doctrine, 
however, to repose peacefully in the archives of the State 
Department. 

The tense atmosphere in Europe over the Agadir question in 
IglI-12 was a precise anticipation of what was to happen a 
quarter of a century later over Abyssinia and Spain, and most 
of the principal actors played the same réles. The Anglo- 
French efforts for peace were interpreted as weakness and 
Germany and Italy determined to exploit their power policy. 
Indeed the 1911-12 period shows up both countries, each in its 
traditional réle: Germany, the swaggering bully; Italy, the 
traitor-brigand of medieval history. 

Turkey stood by Germany over the Morocco imbroglio of 
1911, and that support was of considerable value to Germany at 
the time. Italy waited for her chance to attack her Ally’s 
friend. Europe was in a curious state of turmoil in the summer 
of rg11, with the German military caste as the stormy petrel. 
Early in September, when the heir to the Sultan’s throne was 
being féted at Potsdam, German financial circles were appre- 
hensive and there was a run on the banks. Strikes in Great 
Britain had their counterpart in France and Austria, where 
Socialists were protesting against the increased cost of living. 
There were revolutionary disturbances in Spain and a state of 
siege was declared in Pilbao, where a general strike had been 
declared. At the Kiev theatre, Stolypin, the Russian premier, 
was wounded by two shots fired at him by Bogrof, a lawyer of 
‘socialist revolutionary tendencies.’ 

Towards the end of September Italy, having weighed up the 
general situation, began mobilizing for the invasion of ‘Tripoli. 
As happened twenty-five years later over Ethiopia, the Italian 
people were not at all keen on the realization of imperial dreams 
in Africa. They were quite happy to emigrate to the American 
continent, where they gained more by peaceful toil and thrift 
and made far more fortunes than they seemed likely to win by 
warlike penetration into Africa. As to Abyssinia in 1935, the 
British sanctions policy saved Mussolini, who was at hiswit’s end 


The Keystone of German ‘ World Policy’ 109 


to know how to deal with whole towns which flocked to the 
churches to implore the padres as well as the Virgin to stop the 
war. British policy made it a holy war against the wicked 
English. In the Tripoli adventure of 1911 the remedy was 
simpler. A general strike against the projected war was easily 
crushed by the Military firing on the strikers. 

Italy’s ultimatum to Turkey on September 28 was crudely 
simple. ‘If Turkey did not consent to pacific occupation of 
Tripoli by Italy, diplomatic relations between the two countries 
would be broken off.’ The next day Italy landed troops on the 
coast of Tripoli, the Turks offering no resistance. Italian ships 
then bombarded Prevesa in the Epirus, just as Mussolini 
bombarded Corfu when he came to power to show the world he 
had indeed come to power. Like the Negus a quarter of a 
century later, and with much the same result, the Sultan 
appealed to the Powers. Meanwhile the Italians proceeded to 
bombard Tripoli, which surrendered on October 5. On the 
8th they bombarded more towns on the coast, and on the follow- 
ing day the Italian admiral, Borea Ricci, stressing the benefits of 
Roman civilization, proclaimed the abolition of slavery in 
Tripoli. He then sailed for other places along the coast, where 
he showed the penetrating force of that civilization by bombard- 
ing other defenceless towns. On October 20, the Osservatore 
Romano declared that ‘ the Holy See was particularly anxious 
not to take sides in the Italo-Turkish conflict.’ In the 
Abyssinian affair twenty-five years later the Holy See went a 
little farther, owing no doubt to the effect of the Lateran Treaty, 
and His Holiness solemnly blessed a row of taxis, which were 
lined up in Rome before being sent to ply for hire in the streets 
of Addis Ababa. 

The Germans had meanwhile delayed coming to terms with 
France over Morocco, in order to give the Italians time to get a 
foothold in Tripoli before the rest of Europe could say anything 
effective. On November 4 the text of the Franco-German 
Morocco Treaty was signed, and Germany recognized France’s 
prior political claims in Morocco, which nobody but Germany 
had ever thought of disputing, so well-established were they. 
The price France paid for keeping European peace was to cede 
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to Germany 275,000 square kilometres of French Congo. On 
the very next day the Italian Government proclaimed the 
annexation of the Turkish vilayet of Tripoli and notified the 
Powers accordingly. The latter were as powerless as they were 
in the case of Abyssinia. 

Four days later Mr. Asquith was able to inform the usuat 
assembly of notables at the Guildhall that British prestige 
abroad had never stood higher, while six months later Mr. 
Lloyd George congratulated a gathering of City magnates on 
Great Britain’s ‘commercial prosperity.’ Meanwhile the 
British sporting public had been comforted about Germany’s 
feelings towards Great Britain by an interview which the 
Daily News had had with Lord Lonsdale and which was 
published in January 1912. Lord Lonsdale had been the guest 
of the Kaiser, and readers were led to infer that the sentiments 
of Germany towards Great Britain were those of undiluted 
friendship. Lord Haldane had also returned from a visit to 
Berlin and whatever he may have reported to the Cabinet, the 
British public had the impression that Germany’s intentions 
were peaceful. The parallel between these events and those of 
1936-38 is too obvious to be insisted upon. 

All over Europe there was real unhappiness among the poor. 
To make it sound less personal it was generally referred to as 
“social unrest.’ German military ambitions had set the pace 
for the burden of armament taxation in every country, and the 
poor were the sufferers. There were anti-Hungarian mani- 
festations at Fiume, Mostar, Serajevo and other places where 
Slavs and Croats felt the weight cf Magyar oppression, and 
there were Dockers’ strikes in England. In Germany miners’ 
strikes in the Ruhr were broken up by the Military firing on the 
miners, and by the declaration of a state of siege—a state in 
which machine-guns do duty for discussion. On February 12, 
1911, Prince Henry of Prussia made a speech in which he 
referred to ‘ the necessity of maintaining Authority against the 
internal enemy by developing our armed forces.’ The Nazi 
régime has been prolific in such speeches, and ‘ forty years on” 
other German Fiihrers will be saying precisely the same thing. 
Germany’s tremendous new military bill was introduced on 
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May 10, 1912, and converted into law in less than a fortnight. 
A few days later Tsar Ferdinand of Bulgaria was being féted in 
Vienna and Potsdam. Italy was consolidating her assault on 
Tripoli and duly registering for future use in Africa the fact that 
Europe’s Nay stood for nought. 

Germany was also busy fomenting the Young Turk move- 
ment in her own interest. She did this in the first instance 
through Enver Bey, one of General von der Goltz’s most 
promising pupils in that German officer’s reorganization of the 
Turkish army. In 1913 Enver Bey went to Berlin as military 
attaché at the Turkish Embassy there, but really to be instructed 
still further in German military organization. On his return to 
Constantinople he wore an aggressive Kaiser-moustache. The 
bait held out to the Young Turks by Germany was the conquest 
of Egypt, the Caucasus and Russian Turkestan. But the rdle 
really assigned to Turkey was that she should be one of the 
spearheads of Germany’s own Drang nach Osten by way of 
Salonika. Marschall von Bieberstein, German ambassador at 
Constantinople, was then transferred to London in order to act 
Spenlow and Jorkins to the British Government. 

Italy’s action had in the meantime created a number of new 
problems in the Mediterranean. The Christian populations of 
Albania, Greece and Macedonia had all been roused to a state of 
effervescence over the Italo-Turkish conflict. Their sym- 
pathies were by no means pro-Italian; but they were decidedly 
anti-Turk. The respective réles of Italy and Germany over 
the Italian occupation of Tripoli in 1911-12 were almost 
exactly the same as they were over the Italian robbery of 
Abyssinia in 1935-36. The only difference in the general 
European situation was that in 1911-12 one of Italy’s ulterior 
objectives was to lower French prestige in the Mediterranean, 
with London not inclined to break with Rome on that account. 
In 1935-36 Italy’s move was an oblique attack at British prestige 
in Egypt, the Suez and the Persian Gulf, with Paris reluctantly 
but loyally coming in to back Great Britain over sanctions 
which, having failed, did not prevent the British Government 
from telling Italy that London was her real friend, not Paris. 
No wonder the foreigner finds it difficult to understand British 
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policy. He might be more resigned if he knew that the English 
find it just as difficult. 


By historical tradition, then, the Drang nach Osten is the 
keystone to German ‘ world policy ’ and on the chessboard of 
European diplomacy German pressure has always been to the 
lands of the Danube. It may, therefore, be well to examine 
some of the psychological impulses of the policy, since, as part 
and parcel of the German character itself, they make that policy 
both vital and lasting, whatever checks it may encounter from 
time to time. 

When the German accepts mysticism as valid argument and 
insists that blood and soil are the all-important, indeed the sole, 
factors in the make-up of a superior people, there must be 
something which Germans consider as fundamental in such 
claims. They are clearly something more than one of the 
manifestations of Nazi hysteria; otherwise the call of the blood 
would find no response. But the response is tumultuous. 

It is possible, though by no means certain, that the intelligent 
German when he finds himself in what Mr. Emmanuel Pye- 
croft called puris naturalibus has some doubts about the matter, 
but his political beer-table mentality soon sends any such doubts 
to sleep. In his heart of hearts the German believes, not like 
the Englishman that he is worth half-a-dozen foreigners, or like 
the Frenchman that the foreigner will be a better man for know- 
ing French, but that he is a superior being. That is not a 
process of reasoning, but an immanent conception born of the 
fact that the German was thrown back on himself after the 
Franks left Germany and made themselves at home in Gaul. 
Waves and waves of German tribes thereafter continued to 
cross the Rhine, in order to overrun the lands west of the 
Rhine. That was the tradition; but that constant Westward 
push was not merely predatory. It was the German tribes 
behind who were always crying ‘ Forward!’ however much 
those in front were being kept back by the Frankish-Celtic 
populations in the West. The Slavs, Finns and Huns—the 
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‘ Hivites and Hittites’ of Asia—were over-running Germany, 
threatening to submerge the peoples who had made their home 
in the lands between the Elbe and the Rhine, the Danube and 
the North Sea, and it is Germany’s glory that the German 
peoples were the bulwark which saved Latin civilization from 
being overwhelmed by the barbaric hordes from the East and 
South-East. Unfortunately the Germans fail to realize that 
their finest claim to historical gratitude is that the Franks 
allowed themselves to be civilized in a land which paid them the 
tribute due to conquerors by calling itself France. There they 
could, like Mary Stuart, write across their escutcheon: En ma 
jin, est mon commencement. Instead, they prate about the 
decadence of all French and the superiority of all Germans. 
Again, they might well take pride in having fought and died at 
the Eastern outposts of Western civilization. Instead, they 
rant about the manly virtues engendered by Kultur and the 
effeteness produced by Western culture. 

From the sixth century onwards the ‘ migration period ’ may 
be said to have ceased, and the German tribes became more 
firmly attached to the soil. Their tragedy has been less that 
they were refractory to Western culture, than that they deliber- 
ately refused to regard themselves as belonging in any way to 
it. The fact that their language was not a ‘ Latin’ one may 
well haye been one of the greatest contributory factors to that 
sense of isolation; but it is possible that the immense German 
capacity for hate, admitted by classical German writers and 
glorified by the Nazis, had more to do with it. It is an atavistic 
trait, apparent in internecine tribal wars and perpetuated right 
down to modern times. With ill-defined natural frontiers the 
German peoples had of necessity to spill out beyond any politic- 
ally established borders, and the dispute for the Rhine is age- 
long. But precisely because German incursions in that direc- 
tion were constantly, though often with great difficulty, repulsed, 
the outlet had to be east and south. That movement, by 
instinct defensive, naturally developed into an offensive attitude, 
more especially as the Germans had a higher degree of attach- 
ment to the soil than the barbaric elements which eventually suc- 
ceeded in disputing possession of landsas far northas the Danube. 


H 
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The idea of the Holy Roman Germanic Empire had been 
completely extinguished in 1648 at the end of the Thirty Years 
War. Three centuries later Adolf Hitler revived it, when he 
brought the imperial regalia from Vienna to Nuremberg, 
contemplating—unless his allusions to the matter meant less 
than the rest of his harangue on September 12, 1938—having 
himself crowned in the near future. It was not the Holy 
Empire which Bismarck re-created when he proclaimed the 
Reich in 1871: far from it. Prussia’s rise to power had been 
meteoric after the Peace of Westphalia, and it was Prussia’s 
position which Bismarck wished to fix in the international 
firmament, certainly nothing that smacked of an alliance with 
Rome! For Bismarck, the German Empire was to be merely the 
official label bestowed on a desirable union of various petty 
German states into one political unity under Prussia. That 
people of German stock were spread out beyond the confines of 
the new Reich did not in his eyes constitute a political issue, 
much less an international problem. He regarded it as a 
natural phenomenon—natural because inevitable owing to 
Germany’s central position in Europe. The epoch of the 
‘migration of peoples’ was long past, when tribes overran 
their neighbours’ frontiers for military conquest and for loot, 
in obedience to some race urge or predatory impulse. Bis- 
marck considered frontiers as actually or potentially static, even 
if they were changed in favour of the victor after a war. The 
addition of Alsace-Lorraine to German territory in 1871 did not 
for him represent any contradiction of that static principle. 
Those provinces were taken away from France not on ethno- 
logical grounds, but to weaken France militarily. They were 
an enormous economic gain to Germany, too, and were part of 
the spoils of war. They were certainly not annexed on any 
race principles, or because, as Hitler hinted in his Nuremberg 
speech, they had once belonged to the Holy Germanic Reich. 

It was in obedience to that principle of static political fron- 
tiers that Bismarck was convinced that Central European 
questions were ‘not worth the bones of a single Pomeranian 
grenadier.’ Indeed he was a Little Deutschlander. He was 
heartily glad that it was Austria’s mission, and not Germany’s, 
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to hold the balance between the national strifes in that part of 
the world, and it was a cardinal point of his foreign policy that 
Germany should never burn its fingers by meddling in Balkan 
affairs. Pan-Germanism he considered to be nonsense, be- 
sides being a political danger. In after years Pan-Germans 
were at pains to invoke what they called the Bismarck tradition 
to bolster up their Drang nach Osten pretensions, but they 
would never have done so at all, except for the all-important 
fact that they wanted to call in a leader, even one who was dead, 
in order to rally a leaderless people to their ideas. 

Bismarck is not held in reverence by the Nazis, and they take 
care not to invoke his name. It was to be expected that a 
statesman who had served a long apprenticeship in diplomatic 
missions could never think of basing his country’s foreign 
policy on such a dangerous quicksand as Race. Bismarck was 
not in the least race conscious. He knew enough of France, for 
instance, and had sufficient personal acquaintance with Napo- 
leon III to be well aware that the qualities of the French nation 
were not to be measured by that rather fatuous monarch. He 
knew, too, from personal experience on the spot that the Slavs 
were an enigma, but that it was always possible to come to 
terms with any Russian government. If Bismarck nursed 
Russia, in spite of a personal grudge he had against one Russian 
Foreign Minister, it was because he was convinced that Ger- 
many’s political existence depended on her relations with a 
neighbour who was separated from the Reich by no natural 
frontiers. His spite never got the better of his judgment, and 
it was a bitter blow to him when Caprivi, his successor, at the 
instigation of Holstein, who owed his position to Bismarck, 
denounced the German-Russian convention. But even the 
strongest statesman (or the most virulent Fihrer) is not stronger 
than the conditions he creates, and it was Bismarck himself who 
had opened Russia’s eyes. The words ‘ Reich’ and ‘ hege- 
mony ’ had begun to be coupled together all over Europe, ex- 
cept in England, where Mendelssohn’s ‘ Songs without Words ” 
were still accepted as sufficient proof that in culture Germany 
had the last word. 

Bismarck’s attitude to Central Europe has this interest, that it 
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shows what might have been Germany’s point of departure in 
considering her position with regard to the Slav populations 
there; and from that it is possible to judge how widely and how 
wildly Germany soon drifted from the path of reasonableness. 
Bismarck’s object in wanting the Treaty of Friendship with 
Russia to be renewed when it expired in 1890 was ‘to keep 
Germany on the diagonal between Vienna and St. Petersburg.’ 
He was even disposed to leave Russia a free hand in Bulgaria 
and to maintain a benevolent attitude to any Russian pressure 
towards the Dardanelles, more especially as Russia herself had 
made advances in Berlin for the renewal of the treaty. But the 
young Kaiser was full of mystic ideas about ‘ Niebelungen 
faith,’ which he interpreted to mean that Germany could not be 
friends with the Habsburgs and at the time have a treaty of 
‘ benevolent neutrality’ with Russia in case of any unprovoked 
attack on either of the two parties to the treaty. To Bismarck 
that was not only nonsense, but perilous, since Germany might 
at any moment be drawn into troubles in the Balkans on account 
of the stupidity of Vienna and the intolerable arrogance of 
Budapest. Bismarck scornfully dubbed the young Kaiser’s 
apparently ‘ firm policy ’ as the ‘ vacillating policy of Frederick 
William IV.’ But in 1889, on the occasion of the marriage of 
the Kaiser’s sister in Athens, Wilhelm II took the opportunity 
of calling on the Sultan at Constantinople. The Deutsche 
Bank had already obtained the concession for the Anatolian 
railway and the Kaiser had been persuaded that Asia Minor via 
the Balkans was a promising field for German exploitation. 
Germany’s policy was, therefore, to oppose Russia, a develop- 
ment which made Bismarck very angry, for as far as he was 
concerned Russia could ‘ put the key of the Dardanelles in her 
pocket.’ Bismarck had been called in by the Military in 1862, 
and together they had founded the Empire. Toying with s ill 
further ideas of expansion was in Bismarck’s eyes mere greed, 
while anything like a race drive to the East he considered 
lunacy. 

The whole of Bismarck’s foreign policy had been inspired by 
the traditional German tribal defensive-offensive attitude to- 
wards the Slav, but never on Danube conquests either through 
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or with Austria. The imperial idea of the word Reich had no 
particular attraction for him, and indeed in that matter it was 
the ambition of the Prussian Crown Prince, Friedrich, which 
forced the pace at the end. The label did not matter to Bis- 
marck. What he wanted was the fact of German unity, and he 
was sufficiently a German to know that that could be obtained 
only through the Military. He destroyed the Habsburg claim 
to leadership of the German peoples by a quick war. Then he 
set about reducing France, and England stood by to see him do 
it. Forgetful of her old ally in the Crimean War and forgetful 
of much else besides, England turned her back on a defeated 
France and treated her as a poor relation. France, despairing 
of England’s friendship, turned to Russia which was already 
preoccupied by the undisguised militarism of the new Reich. 
Incidentally the two nations made a great contribution to the 
balance of power in Europe by their understanding. That 
balance must always depend on a sane equilibrium between 
Latin, Slav and Teuton. 

The balance thus established might have been maintained, 
but for Germany’s feverish over-trading which, like the modern 
Nazi autarchy, made her economic situation unhealthy. But 
that side of the question was not then grasped, and to the out- 
side world Germany presented all the appearance of prosperity. 
Moreover internally the real pinch came to be felt but slowly 
and was never clear to the people themselves. What was clear 
and what looked so triumphant was the military might of the 
Reich, and the tradition of easy victories was the Golden Legend 
handed down from 1871. There were no limits to German 
possibilities, no horizons demarcating possible and impossible, 
nothing in fact which could stay Germany’s mission of expan- 
sion. And it was precisely at this point that the lack of moral 
fibre in German national formation made itself felt. The 
restless atavistic expansion-instinct had never been tempered by 
rational considerations. Not only had Varus been defeated, 
but all Roman tradition had been stifled. Arminius was the 
conquering Nordic hero, and the new Reich self-consciously 


1‘ The Emperor’s Diary 1870-71,’ published in the Deutsche Rundschau, 
September-October 1888. 
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rejected anything resembling Western culture as Welsch, the 
synonym of ‘ false’ in the songs of the German national poets. 
For the Kaiser’s generation the battle of Sedan was not a 
military victory of German arms. It was far more. It was the 
victory of the ‘ pure’ German over a Latin ‘ whore.’ It was a 
symbol, like the Nazi swastika. It had some occult meaning 
which only a ‘ pure German ’ could understand, and away went 
German philosophers and historians, to say nothing of minor 
poets, riding like Valkyries into the clouds, proclaiming the 
superiority of the German race, a doctrine which had as much 
foundation as the clouds on which they rode. It was 
the new form of Luther’s absolutist doctrine—‘ God is in our 
power.’ 

The counterpart of this mystical doctrine that the German 
was Gottesmachtig was the materialism of German industrial 
expansion, and of Germany’s Jew-taught and Jew-directed 
overseas trade development. All sense of balance was lost. 
The triple problem of Latin, Teuton and Slav was to be solved 
by the Pan-German Teuton bestriding both the others. That 
was the new German ‘ mission’ in Europe. As for England, 
she could be dealt with when der Tag dawned, that day being 
less a date than a mystically conceived idea that ‘ there’ll come a 
time some day.’ 

Ever since the day when Bismarck had been summoned from 
the German Embassy in Paris by a code-telegram from von 
Roon, the Prussian Minister of War, Germany had had no 
politically component parts. The mission entrusted to Bis- 
marck by the Prussian Army chiefs was to intimidate Wilhelm I 
who had qualms about governing without the legislative support 
of his parliament. Bisnnarck soon showed how that could be 
done by dismissing the parliament. Thus the Reich, when 
Bismarck had at length created it, was nothing but a highly 
organized military conception. Nobody to-day doubts the 
profound influence Prussian militarism had on forming the 
character of two generations of Germans. But militarism is 
not a policy in itself. For the spirit to be kept alive there must 
be an objective. That was supplied by Pan-Germanism. 
Hitler’s Great Germany idea, even in its modern form, is half- 
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a-century old. This is what the Comte Paul Vasili wrote about 
it in 1884 in his La Société de Berlin: 

‘ Great Germany is the great dream of Prussia, whose policy 
has always been to simulate friendships and make dupes of 
others. Thanks to that system, cleverly conducted and ingeni- 
ously pursued, she has little by little arrived at imposing her 
will on a surprised Europe. . . . That has been the work of a few 
men who have personified the whole nation. In 1866 Germany 
knew how to throw dust in the eyes of France. In 1870 she 
took care to be on the right side of Russia. England she con- 
ciliated at the Berlin Congress, and of Austria she made a friend 
later. Germany’s policy has never been other than to embroil 
the mutual relations between other nations for her own profit. 
. .. She is inaccessible to pity, and she is never more to be feared 
than at the moment when she seems well disposed to her 
neighbours. Never is she more to be mistrusted than when she 
protests her love of peace. . . . The German dream is to drive 
back the Habsburgs into Hungary and to absorb into Great 
Germany the Austrian provinces. Then the Germans will 
think themselves the masters of Europe and of the world, until 
the day when a coalition of all the Powers gives a rude awaken- 
ing to their proud dream. But they may succeed in avoiding 
even that danger, for they are as adroit as they are strong.’ 


Without paying too much attention to the wild extravagances 
of Joseph Reiner’s book, A Pan-German Germany, or to 
General von Bernhardi’s Decalogue of Germanism, it may be 
noted that in the plentiful crop of literature on Germany’s 
civilizing mission the crushing of France is considered only as 
an incidental though necessary step to the achievement of the 
Pan-German dream. France had to be rendered impotent to 
prevent the expansion of Germany elsewhere. Where? It was 
on that point that most Pan-Germanists seemed to be unable to 
make up their minds. But the hesitation was only an apparent 
one, for fear of offending the Dual Monarchy. They shouted 
for more and better colonies just as loudly as Nazi Germany 
shrieks to have her old colonies back. But there was some- 
thing that did not ring quite true in that demand, and the same 
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false note is struck by Nazi Germany. Germans are expan- 
sionists, not colonists. The surge to the West was blocked: it 
could only be Danube-wards. That too was in the historic 
tradition. But it was not then intended to be by a ‘ migration 
of peoples,’ any more than it is to-day to be by an ‘ incorpora- 
tion of German peoples.’ It was, as it is, to be by military 
conquest, in which any fusion of races is abhorrent to the 
German. Inferior peoples must be wiped out or enslaved. 

There has been no concealment of such aims since 1871. 
England in those days simply refused to believe that such things 
“must be after a famous German victory.’ Such aims, not 
being rational, were not to be taken seriously, it was argued. It 
was, however, for that very reason that they should have been 
taken seriously, coming as they did from Germany. The Pan- 
Germans only just missed translating their dream into reality in 
1914-16; but even that had not served to convince the outside 
world that when Hitler came to power in 1933 he meant to 
realize every single objective which he had so honestly and 
categorically specified in Mein Kampf. ‘ Impossible!’ it was 
said. ‘ Hitler is a man of peace.’ But only, it was forgotten, if 
he could obtain all he wanted without going to war. 

If there was one reason more than another why Hitler’s 
Drang nach Osten should have been believed in, it was that he 
enjoyed the great advantage of not having a Dual Monarchy to 
stand in Germany’s way. That was the Pan-Germans’ diffi- 
culty. It was for that reason that they could not talk too clearly 
about Germany’s necessity to expand south-east. But the 
Treaty of Versailles removed that difficulty, and Germany 
obtained far more in that direction than she could have hoped 
for if she had herself dictated the terms of peace in 1919. The 
whole of Europe south of the Danube lay open to the acrobacy 
of German economists, with Dr. Schacht as the leading member 
of the troupe—the Fra Diavolo of the new Nazi war lords. 
Nazi Germany was true to tradition in looking south-east for 
its expansion, the more so as Russia was no longer regarded as 
the ‘ natural protector ’ of the Slav peoples south of the Danube 
after 1914-18. 

The Drang nach Osten is of a piece with the rest of Nazi aims 
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in being a faithful continuation of the conceptions of Hohen- 
zollern Germany. Nazi Germany did no more than adopt new 
methods, cruder and more hysterical. The race question is 
nothing new: the Nazis have merely expressed it in the un- 
comfortable discords of the modernist propagandists. The 
heavy artillery of the old Pan-Germans has been replaced by 
mustard gas and bomber planes. Doubters of the old Pan- 
German creed were branded outcasts: they were Socialists— 
the term of greatest opprobrium in Hohenzollern Germany. 
In Nazi Germany doubters were given something more than 
mere names. Everything moved a little quicker and a little 
louder. But the route is the same and the song is still Deutsch- 
land iiber alles. 


What do thoughtful Germans think to-day? That is merely 
a matter of guesswork, because no German in Nazi Germany 
has ever dared to say what he really thought, even to his best 
friend. In Hohenzollern Germany views might at least be 
expressed, and from them something may perhaps be gleaned 
of what is thought in the Germany of 1938. 

‘ Love of country,’ wrote the bourgeois Berliner Tageblatt in 
June 1914, ‘ has been transformed into a nationalist caricature. 
Nobody is allowed to see in any one belonging to a foreign race 
aman with whom it is a duty to live on as good terms as possible, 
but merely a hidden adversary or an overt enemy, to whom as 
much harm as possible is to be done and whom it is a duty to 
repel, perhaps even to exterminate.’ Pan-Germanism or 
Pan-Slavism, the article went on, would be justified, if either of 
them meant an orientation towards furthering the progress of 
culture and civilization. ‘The question has, however, become 
thorny by being based merely on a thesis of race unity, pre- 
sumed but by no means proved. That would mean that all the 
dispersed members of a group of peoples should be reunited 
into a political unity as well. But it is evident that, with the 
mixture and reciprocal penetration of the inhabitants of the 
European continent, any clear division in accordance with 
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nationalities is impossible. Thus the nationalist aim could be 
realized only by the subjection and oppression of other races, and 
that would inevitably entail bloody wars.’ That is what the 
Nazis refuse to see; but of the Serajevo crime, which had been 
committed a few days before, the Berlin paper just quoted said 
it ‘ showed whither the fine doctrines of national Fiihrers had 
led!’ 

The Pan-German thesis was that Central Europe was a 
conglomeration of inferior peoples, only fit to be swept back and 
away by the conquering Cherusci. Only military conquest 
would avail, they cried. What, they asked, was Central 
Europe? ‘Slavs of every nuance: Poles, Czechs, Slovenes, 
Slovaks, Croats, Bulgarians and Serbs, all associated by intrigue 
and brigandage with Ruthenes, Hungarians, Italians and 
Germans into a State in which there is nothing common to them 
but the Habsburg Crown.’ In vain opposition writers pleaded 
that Germany should seek an alliance in the West. ‘ Such an 
alliance,’ they wrote despondently, ‘ would not suit the caste 
which governs the German Reich. The union of Germany 
with the democracies of the West would not only be the best 
guarantee of world peace, but it would also give a strong impulse 
within Germany towards democratic ideals and towards the 
development of liberty and culture. Indeed the democratiza- 
tion of Germany is, in short, the fundamental condition for any 
alliance with the Western Powers.’ 

In vain, too, opposition writers stated boldly in July 1914 that 
the Austrian Note to Serbia was ‘nothing but a pretext for war.’ 
Budapest and Berlin had decided to have ‘their war’—a 
decision of which the weekly review, Great Austria, made no 
secret. On July 19, 1914 it published the reasons ‘ why we 
want the war.’ ‘We know,’ it wrote, ‘that the new and 
Greater Austria can only be born out of a war ’—which sounds 
rather like the language of a Greater Austrian in 1938. Those 
circles whom war frightens, went on the review, would once 
again use all their efforts to prevent it, ‘ but we pray God that 
this time they shall not succeed in their peace efforts.’ Were 
some such prayers going up to the Almighty from Greater 
Germany in September 1938? 
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It is difficult for an Englishman to believe that a whole 
nation can be infected with the virus of wanting war. Here is 
how one Austrian newspaper put the matter in July 1914: ‘ Sir 
Edward Grey’s speech and the first rumours of his attempt at 
mediation between Russia and Austria-Hungary accentuated 
our pessimism. Our relief is all the greater to-day, when war 
has been declared on Serbia. This war is a clash between 
German culture and Slav-Oriental culture.’ Meanwhile the 
Kaiser was being censured in Germany because it was rumoured 
that he wanted peace. When it was known that there was going 
to be a full-dress European war, joy was unrestrained. ‘ What 
we have been waiting for through so many long years has 
suddenly become a reality: the regeneration—that was the 
fatal word Hitler used in his speech on September 12, 1938, at 
Nuremberg, though most translations gave it as “‘ rejuvenation” 
—and the purification of German nationality by a high deed.’ 
Not in vain have German philosophers preached their doctrine 
of regeneration! ‘ With what joy do we regard this renaissance 
of Germanism. Force is on our side and victory too will be 
ours!’ 

And what were the objectives of war in Hohenzollern Ger- 
many? Precisely those which Nazism and its High Priest havé 
so hysterically proclaimed over the radio. ‘The creation of 
Greater Germany,’ it was proclaimed in 1914, ‘ is the principal 
objective of this war. Only this will permit us to have done for 
good and all with Czechs and Poles. . .. Germany must absorb 
Austria, without bothering about the Habsburgs. The only 
way to crush Poles and Czechs is by the establishment of a 
common State which shall re-unite the eighty million Germans 
of Central Europe—a united Germany, from the Belt to the 
Adriatic. Only heroes deserve to live, and the purifying storm 
of war will come.’ 

On May 29, 1914, only a few weeks before the outbreak of 
hostilities, the well-informed Kélnische Zeitung made it quite 
clear that German diplomacy was preparing for a war, the 
objective of which was the Drang nach Osten. It justified this 
by quoting Professor Hans Delbriick who, anticipating Adolf 
Hitler, had declared that it was ‘ Germany’s mission to preserve 
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Europe and Asia from Muscovite domination.’ Only a few 
days before, the Dresdner Neueste Nachrichten had written: 
“What do we understand by “ Greater Germany?” Long ago 
the German poet replied to that question when he said, “‘ As far 
as the German tongue resounds—that shall it be!””’ But it is 
Nazi Germany which has set out to give Europe the real answer 
to Ernst Arndt’s question, ‘ Where is the German’s Fatherland?’ 


CHAPTER XI 
The Nazi Psychosis in Hohenzollern Germany 


THE MOULD IN WHICH NAZI POLICY WAS 
SHAPED 


‘ To-pay it is the illusory idea of an Anglo-German approxima- 
tion which our Government is pursuing. The conviction has 
been implanted in our official circles that the British Foreign 
Minister is specially friendly to Germany, . . . He is, therefore, 
of incalculable value to Germany and every sacrifice must be 
made to keep him germanophil, although of course the whole of 
this conception of an understanding with Great Britain is an 
illusion to which not even the smallest of German interests 
must be sacrificed.’ The Foreign Minister was not Lord 
Halifax, but Sir Edward Grey; and the foregoing is an extract 
from Die Post of September 1913. 

The accuracy with which Nazi policy identifies itself with the 
Hohenzollern Pan-German aims is almost monotonous. The 
whole outlook is radically the same. The German attitude of 
duplicity towards England is summed up in the above quota- 
tion. The Drang nach Osten idea was set forth in a Pan- 
German pamphlet published before the Balkan War. It 
recommended ‘an imperialistic confederation of the states of 
Central Europe under Germany,’ and went on to advocate an 
‘ economic convention among the countries situated between the 
Elbe and the Euphrates, and the mutual development of their 
forces.’ But it was not merely rabid Pan-Germans who talked 
like that. Dr. Gustav Stresemann, who after 1919 posed as the 
‘good European’ and ‘ lover of peace,’ wrote like any other 
fire-eater in the Magdeburgische Zeitung in August 1913: 
‘Events in the Balkans have shown that the vital interests of 
peoples and countries are to be decided only by the sword. . . . 
This sentiment has never been so strongly that of the whole 
German people as it is to-day.’ 

The present mass hysteria and the training of ‘ Hitler 
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Youth’ are nothing new either. Rudolf von Gneist, a lawyer 
and National Liberal deputy, after referring to the ‘ national 
hysteria’ which was raging throughout the Reich, wrote in 
August 1913: ‘ The degree of un-culture of a nation can be 
measured to-day by the chauvinism on which it bases its claims 
of the purely animal superiority of the race.’ Commenting on 
this criticism, Das Freie Volk asked despondently : ‘ Is it indeed 
possible that this generalized hatred which Germans direct 
against other peoples has been allotted to the German Reich as a 
kind of fatal destiny which it is powerless to change?’ 

Even Julius Streicher, Goebbels and all their satellites have 
not improved on the teaching given to Hohenzollern youth 
through the special review published for their benefit, the 
Jungdeutschland Post. This is a sample of what was instilled 
into the minds of young men and maidens: it is from the 
January 1912 number: ‘ War is the most sublime and most 
sacred manifestation of German activity. . .. We must conceal 
the joy in war and our desire for it, because we have many 
enemies and victory will only be for that people which goes to 
war as to a picnic. .. . A fig for the old ladies in men’s trousers 
who are afraid of war and say it is cruel and detestable. No! 
War is beautiful! ... Up in Heaven sit the hero, Frederick the 
Great, the hero Bliicher and the men of action; but not the 
stay-at-homes who would like to avoid a war. There, too, sits 
the great Kaiser Wilhelm I with his Moltke, his Roon and his 
Bismarck. And when here on earth a battle has been engaged 
with German arms, and when from that bloody sanctuary the 
faithful dead ascend to Heaven, a Potsdam soldier calls the 
guard to present arms. The old Kaiser Fritz then rises from 
his golden seat, orders the salute to the flag to be sounded, and 
gives this command to the kings and heroes in Heaven: “‘ Come 
to strict attention, gentlemen, and look on those whom I now 
introduce. They too are heroes; and in the front rank march 
the King’s Grenadiers.” That is the Paradise of Young 
Germany. And it is thus that Young Germany must knock at 
the door of our Lord.’ 

The only difference between Hohenzollern Germany and 
Nazi Germany is that in the former sensible opinion might stil] 
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be expressed. ‘ All Germans of Central Europe must be united 
ta Germany,’ declared the President of the Pan-German League 
on October 17, 1913. In criticism of that thesis the Kélnische 
Zeitung made this comment: ‘ But Bohemia and Moravia with 
their essentially Slav populations, even in the extreme North- 
West of the country, would be a difficult morsel to digest. 
And then, south of the German bloc, we have Slavs again in 
Carniola, at Goritz and Trieste, in Istria and in Dalmatia, to say 
nothing of Italians. But ‘‘ we must get possession of that region 
too, in order not to be cut off from the Adriatic.’”’ And that is 
what is thought to constitute improving and strengthening the 
German Reich! That multitude of Slavs, when we have not 
even succeeded in Germanizing the Poles we have! Incident- 
ally the project could never be realized without recourse to 
violence. And even so, we have not taken into consideration 
Hungary and Galicia. In short, this idea of the unification of 
all Germans of Central Europe is ridiculous . . . but the idiots 
who propose it do not fail to invoke Bismarck! He would 
laugh at them, if he could hear them, unless of course he insulted 
them! .. . Our Pan-Germanists invoke the principle of nation- 
alities to justify that unification of all Germans; but not even in 
their wildest dreams do they ever think of giving up the Polish 
regions belonging to Germany.’ 

A few further extracts will show the /eitmotif of thought in the 
Germany of 1912-1914, before the Serajevo murder and what 
followed. They represent all shades of opinion, and the 
majority of them read curiously like the Nazi wireless pro- 
paganda of to-day. 


England ought to let us have a free hand in European policy and 
approve, on the European Continent, every aggrandizement of the 
power of Germany, whether arising out of a Central European 
alliance or from a war against France. She should not oppose 
Germany’s economic aspirations in the Balkans and Asia Minor. 

Die Post, 1912 


Sentimentalism and concessions to the spirit of humanitarianism 
and pacifism have brought us to the danger point where inter- 
nationalism threatens to prevail over Germanism. If we are not 
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careful we shall soon be seeing the Nobel Peace prize awarded to 
our Kaiser! 
The President of the Pan-German Congress, 
September 1912 


The trial of war supplies the most complete and the best test of 
the real degree of culture of a people. . .. We Germans must once 
again learn to think of war as our saviour and healer; without war 


no cure is possible. 
Tagliche Rundschau, November 1912 


Democracy, feminism and pacifism march hand in hand. 
Professor Schmid, editor, Political and Anthropological 
Review, December 1912 


War as the creator and stay of nations. 
Title of Lecture by Dr. Schmid, October 1912 


Recent political events [i.e. the victory of Slavs in the Balkan 
War] have shown how serious is the position of Germanism in 
Central Europe. 

Count von der Mihle-Eckart, University Professor, 
December 1912 


Who are the men who occupy the highest place in the history of 
the German nation? Whom does the German love with the most 
ardent love? Goethe, Schiller, Wagner, Marx (sic)? Oh dear no! 
But Barbarossa, the Great Frederick, Bliicher, Moltke, Bismarck 
—hard and bloody men! These great men were idolized by the 
people, because they dominated it and stamped it underfoot with 
their great cavalry jack-boots. These geniuses were not guided 
merely by cold calculations (Frederick entered on his first Silesian 
War merely out of a chevalier desire for military glory). They 
never committed the error peculiar to nervous and weak people of 
being afraid of implementing their policy by war. For these 
envoys of God the blood of war was an accessory to politics, and 
had to be shed as a necessity anda duty. The Germany of to-day 
risks becoming feeble for lack of war, though Germany cultivates 
her military caste, as bees do their queen! 


Die Post, in its comments on this article by Dr. W. Fuchs, 
which appeared in its columns, said it entirely approved of the 
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author’s opinion that Germany should make ‘ an offensive war ’ 
with a ‘ preventive objective,’ because ‘in the last analysis 
every offensive war can be justified as a defensive war. The 
body and soul of the German people are of too vital a contexture 
to be able to hold out for long against the doubly dissolvent 
influences of a prolonged period of tranquillity and peace... . If 
only the German people would learn betimes to understand the 
real significance of the word “ German” we should be near 
accomplishing the prediction of the poet, and the German 
spirit would once more cure the world.’ (January 1913.) 


Our Government has spent all the past year trying to square the 
circle by obtaining an agreement with England. Haldane’s visit 
was futile and all England’s efforts to arrive at an understanding 
with us are dictated solely by interested motives. Our Drang 
nach Osten is being cut off. We must dominate or be slaves. . . . 
Let the world once more be regenerated by German genius! That 
is our mission in the history of the world: no power can take it 
from us. 

Die Post, January 1913 


To-day wars are not ‘declared.’ The first to attack has the 
advantage. 
Professor Langhaus, January 1913 


A people which has increased so powerfully as the German 
people must never cease to adopt a policy of expansion. 
General von Liebert, deputy, January 1913 


In the presence of a weakening in warlike sentiment and of an 
almost effeminate fear of war, it is to be feared that our German 
people is doomed to decline. 

Der Reichsbote, January 1913 


The following resolution passed at the Central Committee of 
the National Liberal Party was formulated by deputies Basser- 
mann, Friedberg and Scheffer : 

What we require above all is that our Army should be strength- 
ened rapidly, in order to guarantee its being able to undertake an 
energetic offensive. 


I 
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The Frankfurter Zeitung commented that it was ‘ really 
monstrous that the desire for war should be constantly incul- 
cated into the German people.’ (February 1913.) 


It is the duty of the Military League [founded in January 1913] 
to enlighten the people. It is often said that kings do not want 
war, nor governments, and least of all the people. Then why 
make war? Because war does not depend on human wishes. It is 
an elementary and inevitable phenomenon, a demoniac power 
which is imposed on us. We can certainly not count on our 
Italian ally. Our youth wastes its time learning about Greece and 
Rome. That is foolish. Our German history has enough ideal- 
ism in it to spare, and it can count more heroic deeds than Rome 
and Athens put together. 

General Keim, February 1913 


Every German war of the future will be a War of Races, a war 
for the conquest of Slav territories for colonization purposes. So- 
called universal peace does not stand for order, but for chaos, 

Der Reichsbote, March 1913 


The Eastern question can be summed up in this simple formula: 
Germanism or Slavism? 
Germania, March 1913 


The desperate situation of Germans in Slav and Magyar 
regions proves that Germany must use other than pacific means. 
Germania, March. 1913 


Our next struggle is with the Slavs, who are becoming con- 
vinced that they will have to fight Germanism in Central Europe. 
. .. Which is to play the dominating réle in Europe: Germanism 
or Slavism? 

Hamburger Nachrichten, March 1913 


Can we be content indefinitely with our insufficient colonies and 
our threatened position in Central Europe? We must strengthen 
our position in Mitteleuropa. 

Die Post, April 1913 


Culture and civilization are fundamentally different... . War 
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forms part of the universal order instituted by God. Peace is a 
factor which to some extent completes war. 
Dr. Schmid, editor, Political and Anthropological Review, 
April 1913 


It is autocratic Russia, parliamentary England and Radical- 
Socialist France who practise an imperialist régime. It is race 
rivalries that are bringing the danger of war nearer. 

Reichstag declaration by Ernst Bassermann, April 1913 


Germany’s military power would be employed in case any evil- 
intentioned competitors of ours or our neighbours should stand in 
the way of the requirements of our people. Our people which is 
growing rapidly must affirm its right of existence, and must set its 
mind to the acquisition of fresh territories in the South-East of 
Europe especially. 

Dr. Class, President of the Pan-German League, April 1913 


Policy is the will to arrive at power, not the desire to maintain 
peace. 
General Keim, April 1913 


Commerce must be obtained by force of arms. . . . The policy 
of a great Reich can be based only on the old Roman saying: 
Oderint dum metuant. 

Der Reichsbote, May 1913 


{In his Nuremberg speech of September 1938 Hitler said the 
‘ Germans did not ask any nations to love them.) 


General von Bernhardi’s frequent articles had a profound 
influence on the German public. Constantinople, he said, 
must be kept free for Germany and the route across Bulgaria 
and Rumania kept open for her. 


We must not count too much on Austria who ought of course to 
play first fiddle in the matter: but we ourselves must take the 
initiative. It would be a complete mistake for us to sacrifice our 
Balkan interests, which are of capital importance for us, to the 
Utopia of European peace. 

Bernhardi in Die Post, July 1913 
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Like the eagle, may the joy of hate 
And the joy of victory swoop on our foes! 
Closing lines of a poem by Dr. Walter Fuchs in commemoration 
of the years 1813-15, August 1913 


In works entitled Berlin-Baghdad and New Objectives for 
Central Europe Policy, Dr. K. von Winterstetten wrote that 
Germany’s legitimate objective must be Asia Minor, with 
Austria-Hungary leading the way. ‘This Danube line repre- 
sents our vanguard. It is indeed to establish this line that the 
German people has lent (sic) ten millions of its compatriots as 
an investment in the Austrian firm. There, as representatives 
of a higher culture, it has been their mission to construct the 
foundations and cement the European South-Eastern edifice, 
which must necessarily be united into a Central European state 
embracing the Balkans. The countries between the Adriatic 
and the Rhine, and the Pruth and the Vistula, form a natural 
unity, the axis of which runs from the Rhine to south of the 
Danube.’ That project would entail war with France, Russia 
and England; but that was ‘ of no consequence.’ ‘ Germany 
must act the steamroller advancing from Berlin to Baghdad and 
crushing all obstacles in its path.’ 

The, author reproaches Austria for having missed the chance 
of making war against Serbia in 1909 and again in 1912. But 
the mistake can still be rectified, and with an energetic policy 
Asia Minor, Syria, and other countries will be made German. 
‘ New lands of colonization, a great economic domain, German- 
ism saved—that is the objective of the war we want. The re- 
uniting of all the Germanic races, the door opened to the 
South-East, and the way clear for Germanism along all the 
ancient routes: protection for the non-Slav peoples of the 
South-East against Pan-Slavism, in a word, Berlin-Baghdad— 
that is the formula of Germanic salvation.’ The Kélnische 
Zeitung thought the plan a legitimate one for Germany : its only 
regret was that the outcome of the Balkan War had not favoured 
the Pan-German plan of pushing Danube-wards. (August 


1913.) 


It is in the National Liberal, and not the Conservative, press 
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that the most bare-faced incitements to war are to be found, and 
the voices of Germans abroad are now raised demanding the 
German Reich to ‘ seize this last opportunity.’ These days, they 
affirm, are particularly favourable ‘for Germany to intervene in 
Balkan affairs and make German interests prevail.’ 

Hamburger Echo, August 1913 


There had been an inspired press campaign in Germany 
against ‘ the horrors’ of the (French) Foreign Legion. ‘ The 
people who shout loudest in Germany,’ wrote the Miinchener 
Post, 


are those who are always most ready to justify all the brutalities 
committed in their own country. Under pretexts of humanity 
they adopt the vilest and most inhuman profession that exists, 
namely, incitement to war. 
September 1913 


In an article on German chauvinism the Socialist Vorwdrts 
wrote that hatred of foreigners was the logical result of in- 
creased armaments. 

The constant declarations of the danger of a general conflagra- 
tion are an index of the point at which the productive capacity of 
nations exceeds their capacity of consumption. An explosion 
must ensue. : 

September 1913 


General von Bernhardi rerninded Germany that in the 
Spring of 1914 the German Army would be at its zenith. It 
should, he urged, be used ‘ to support the claims of our Balkan 
policy.’ (Die Post, September 1913.) 


The preoccupation of the pacifists to assure a tranquil life to 
peoples and individuals is fundamentally contrary to civilization. 
It would be a paradise of impotents, and a hell for virile people. 
The big strong men would be a prey to the small and feeble. 

Das Neue Deutschland, September 1913 


The important thing is that we should act so as to satisfy our 
need for new territories, a need which is recognized abroad... . 
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Our people manifests its love of arms, and shows its warlike 
capacities and its pleasure in the vocation of arms. 
The President of the Pan-German League, September 1913 


What would Bismarck have done? asked Karl Peters, the ex- 
Colonial administrator in September 1913. He was always ready 
to risk a world war to advance his policy, and Germany must now 
be ready to do so at any time. 

Der Tag, September 1913 


In October 1913 there was much talk in German military 
circles of ‘ persuading’ Switzerland to make an alliance with 
Germany, in spite of the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland 
having been guaranteed by Germany, among other European 
powers. ‘The real objective of this new Pan-German race 
agitation is the annexation of Switzerland,’ said the Hamburger 
Echo. Meanwhile hatred of all that was French had got to the 
pitch when a Bonn professor solemnly demanded a boycott of 
Swiss chocolates, on the ground that the latter were exported 
under the name of ‘ chocolat ’ and not as Schokolade, the Teu- 
tonic adaptation of the French word. 

Hamburger Echo, October 1913 


Napoleon, it is true, rejected Fulton’s proposal to use submarine 
mines against the English as ungentlemanly. But intelliegnt 
people know that to have recourse to every form of violence and 
every kind of ruse is more humane than forbearance which pro- 
longs war. 

Deutsche Rundschau, October 1913 


A ‘Young Germany Book’ was published and widely 
distributed among Scouts and ‘ Young Germany ’ associations. 
It had a preface written jointly by Field Marshal von der Goltz 
and Major Max Bayer. Like all other books for German youth, 
said the Frankfurter Zeitung, this one was chauvinistic in the 
extreme and its whole tone was a glorification of war. 

The last article in it, by O. von Gottberg, dealing with war, is a 
veritable dithyramb. War is declared to be the noblest and holiest 
act in the life of man; the solemn hour of battle is ‘ joyous,’ and it 
is right for us to desire war from the bottom of our hearts! 

Frankfurter Zeitung, November 1913 
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In November 1913 at the public matriculation ceremony of 
the University of Marburg, Dr. Ludwig Drager, professor and 
Privy Councillor, addressed the students. He told them, 
‘amidst thunders of applause which often lasted for several 
minutes,’ that sooner or later Germany would have to fight 
France ‘ our mortal enemy.’ 

‘Once more—and this is now a commonplace,’ commented 
the Socialist Vorwarts, ‘a University professor blows the war 
trumpet. And the gentleman in question is no small personage. 
He is Rector of the University of Marburg and he used a public 
occasion to give an incendiary address to the students. . . . Our 
Soldiers’ Associations are veritable hotbeds of chauvinism. As 
for our schools and their detestable influence, the least said the 
better.’ But the Deutsche Zeitung, referring to these comments, 
had an article entitled ‘Much Ado about Nothing.’ It said 
it could ‘ not discover what there was specially harmful in an 
exhortation of this kind to German university youth.’ (Nov- 
ember 1913.) 


The main Berlin-Baghdad idea will take form in a constant 
fashion in the political domain by bringing Turkey, Rumania and 
Bulgaria into the Triple Alliance. 

Der Tag, November 1913 


Our situation to-day as a nation is comparable with what it was 
before 1866 and 1870. War is indispensable for us to be able to 
resolve a national crisis. . . . If we cannot obtain what we want 
otherwise, we must go to war. 

Dr. Paul Rohrbach, November 1913 


We do not wish to belittle the merits of the Pan-German 
Association. It has proved its utility in many domains. It has 
fortified the patriotic sentiments of Germans abroad. .. . But now 
it has thrown in its lot with all the other associations, whose object 
it is to give ‘ patriotic’ support to the government of the Reich. 
All those who do not care about being classed as Jingoes, Hurrah- 
patriots or anti-Semites meet under the harmoniously named 
banner of Pan-Germanism, and the Alldeutsche Blatter willingly 
opens its columns to the turgid waves of nationalist provocations. 
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According to these people, war renews the blood of nations and 
regenerates them. The Pan-Germans are Jingoes. They wage 
war against the ‘ perfidious ’ English, the ‘ arrogant ’ Yankees, the 
‘feeble’ pacifists and the Jews. ... The healthy idea which inspired 
the origin of our Pan-German movement was to see that Germans 
abroad are attached to those in the Reich. Nothing could be more 
favourable to efforts in this direction than to abolish that notion of 
the State so dear to our Conservatives. Unless appearances 
deceive, it would seem that the German nation is almost unanimous 
in wanting to break with the old notion of the transcendental 
State throning it above men, and in desiring to strengthen the 
bonds of a community of culture with the free States where our 
emigrated compatriots have found a new Fatherland. | 
Vice-Admiral P. G. Hoffmann, 
in the Vossische Zeitung, December 1913 


The German nation demands the punishment of English and 
French impertinences, 
Deutsches Armeeblatt 


Our fleet wastes with the desire to precipitate itself on the 
English colossus. 
German Navy Magazine 


The French people is a nation of degenerates. 
Alldeutsche Blatter 


The French are fools. They should know that we shall take 
from them not only Morocco, but also such an enormous amount 
of money, as a war indemnity, that France will for ever be elimin- 
ated from the list of great powers. 

One of the heads of the Agrarian League 


Every means must be employed to hasten the day, when we shall 
have our war with France. 
Lutheran Church Paper 


Why do we pay millions every year for armaments, if we never 
intend to use them? 
Dr. Albrecht Wirth 
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How long is the world going to tolerate the grossly immoral 
naval supremacy of England? 
Alldeutsche Blatter 


For ethical reasons there should be a fresh and joyous war, for 
in these days it has been forgotten how to esteem at their just 
worth the noble aspects of war and the art of war. 

Deutsche Zeitung 


War would suit us. 
Konservative Korrespondenz 
(all the above during 1913.) 


As the prepared war drew nearer, the Hohenzollern German 
press took on an even more Nazi tone. A few extracts from 
1914 articles and speeches will suffice to show that in the first 
half of that year the war-fever had got a thorough grip of 
Germany. 

Civilization is always bound up with the Soil and its essence is 
national. 
Der Tag, January 1914 


Jesus never talked of peace among nations, but only of peace of 
the heart. It is folly to pretend that war does not contribute to 
the triumph of right. There are and there always will be isolated 
personalities penetrated with the Christian idea; but there is no 
such thing as a Christian policy. It is the duty of every people 
conscious of its strength to demand its share of the goods that the 
universe offers us: and that is the duty of the German people. 
The pacifist movement cannot benefit our people, for it makes for 
the weakening of national sentiment. 

Councillor Dr. Zerbst, January 1914 


At Christmas 1913 Pastor Nithack-Stahn had written an 
article in the Berliner Tageblatt protesting against the propaga- 
tion in Germany of the idea that there was an ‘hereditary 
enemy.’ It was, he said, a duty to preach Christ, the Prince of 
Peace. Another pastor, Dr. Rogge, replied. He said that any 
man who refused to accept the validity of the term ‘ hereditary 
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enemy ’ outraged German sentiment. It was historical evolu- 
tion, he said, which made one nation the hereditary enemy of 
another. He himself, he said, had taken part in the 1870 War 
and had ‘ noticed nothing horrible about it. A peace which is 
too prolonged takes from humanity the power to act heroically.” 
(January 1914.) 


A German teacher had written a book in which the horrors of 
war were depicted, and in. which he urged his youthful readers 
to do all they could to cultivate ideas of peace. The Wehrver- 
ein, the military home of Pan-Germanism, thought it worth 
while to publish a special pamphlet against a book which they 
labelled pernicious. ‘It is almost inconceivable,’ they said, 
referring to the teacher, 


that a being so universally harmful can perform such antics in 
this Germany of ours, without being called to order. The funda- 
mental trait revealed is a wretched, low-down fear, a whining, 
hysterical and half-demented fear of spilling blood. 
March 1914 


In an address to the Alldeutscher Verband, the official 
headquarters of Pan-Germanism, Dr. Albert Ritter said: 


When we consider the events of Germany and the attitude of 
other European Powers, we are forced to the conclusion that we 
are already practically in a state of war. Although Bismarck 
showed the road to Germany’s world policy, there has been noth- 
ing that can really be called German world policy since 1880. 
There has been defeat after defeat, and Germany has long since 
been dislodged from the place which she had taken up under Bis- 
marck as the directing Power in Europe. In 1894, when the 
Franco-Russian alliance was concluded, Germany ought to have 
made war, but the success of the policy of encircling Germany, in 
which England took such a great part, made it impossible for 
Germany to make good her neglect. Since then, it is only with 
arms in her hands that Germany can seek for markets. 

For years we have been fighting for our economic and political 
existence. Our adversaries smother us and open our arterial vein 
(sic). It is they who are really imposing war on us. And now 
Germany has suffered a defeat in the Balkans which it is not easy 
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tomake good. [The allusion is to the defeat of Turkey, Germany’s 
protégé, by the Balkan Slavs]. By adopting a wrong policy, 
Germany has been cut off from her only road to the free lands 
(south of the Danube], and has seen France, England and Russia 
bring the Balkans under their domination. There is only one way 
to avoid an armed conflict, or rather to create the conditions for a 
war favourable to Germany, and that is to rally Rumania and all 
the Balkan states to Germany, over Austria’s head. 
March 1914 


On March g, 1914, the Berliner Tageblatt, usually fairly 
reasonable in its views, opened its columns to an article which 
advocated ‘a war of aggression’ in terms almost as strong as 
those of the bellicose Die Post, a few days earlier, while on 
March 3 the officially inspired Kélnische Zeitung had inserted a 
sensational article about ‘ the Russian danger.’ The Rheinische 
Zeitung, however, on March 12 admitted that ‘if Russia and 
France have increased their armaments, that is only in response 
to the increase of the German Army in 1912 and 1913.’ It went 
on to condemn the war-mongering tone of almost the whole of 
the German press, including and indeed especially organs which 
were of so-called Liberal tendency. 

Through the whole of the first six months of 1914, right down 
to the Serajevo murder, the German public had been inces- 
santly whipped up to a Nazi fever-heat in the press and on the 
platform, more especially against the Slav. France was not 
infrequently referred to as ‘the hereditary enemy,’ but the 
attention of the public was directed Eastwards and South-East, 
and the ultimate aim of Germany was openly proclaimed to be 
the victorious road from Berlin to Baghdad. 

Germans never claimed equality with other peoples for men 
and women of German blood. Thus Germans were asked to 
behold with horror the efforts being made to place Slavs and 
Germans on an equal footing in the Dual Monarchy, for that 
meant ‘ delivering twelve million German-Austrians, bound 
hand and foot, to the Slavs.’ Incidentally, of course, when 
Henlein on Hitler’s instructions in 1938, made his arrogant 
demand for ‘ the return of the Sudeten-German territory to the 
German Reich,’ he was talking nonsense, for the Sudeten Ger- 
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mans were ex-Austrian subjects. But power policy can only be 
implemented by shock tactics, based on falsehoods. There is 
nothing new in such tactics. Germans have always avoided 
reasoned agreements. What they have always aimed at is 
settlements imposed by Germany: Agadir and Morocco, 
Austria and Czechoslovakia—it could at least never be said that 
there was not a monotonous continuity of German world policy. 
It has indeed been a constant phenomenon that throughout their 
history Germans have thought they were oppressed, except 
when they were free to oppress. It was the proposed equality 
between Sudeten Germans and Czechs which the Fuhrer 
considered as the oppression of Germans in Czechoslovakia. 
German policy in the early months of 1914 was precisely the 
same as German policy in the corresponding months of 1938. 
In 1914, alternating with the invocation of the Russian bogey, 
came the admonition to the German public that it was vitally 
necessary for Germany to choose the propitious moment to 
make an ‘ offensive-preventive war.’ Germany must fall upon 
her chosen enemy at her own chosen time, for an unprepared 
enemy would have to submit to a humiliating peace. By 1938 
the technique had developed. An unexpected and over- 
whelming military parade won the day for Germany in Austria 
and placed Germany in a position of such military advantage as 
the wildest imperialists of Hohenzollern Germany had never 
ventured to dream of. Moreover the technique of fomenting 
unrest and civil war in other countries had been perfected. It 
had the advantage peculiar to power-policy régimes of relieving 
them from the necessity of reducing their demands to a definite 
point which, if refused, would constitute a casus belli. By 
fanning agitation in neighbouring countries, and by refusing to 
formulate reasonable and reasoned objectives, Germany 
adopted the posture of a misunderstood and longsuffering 
victim, and the ‘state of war’ did not have to be declared: it 
existed as a permanent phenomenon of what was called Peace. 
Above all, the Nazis, like the Pan-Germans, their forerunners, 
know that there is never lie so reckless but that it can be de- 
fended not only with an air of truth, but with one of injured 
innocence. By extension the policy of lies has always been 
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applied to German intention. Thus, on one point the fire- 
eating generals of the Pan-German League were particularly 
insistent. Indeed they ‘ protested too much.’ It was a cruel 
invention, they said, to say that the German Army would 
overrun Luxemburg and Belgium in the next war, much as 
military considerations demanded it! General Keim, one of the 
leaders of the Pan-German League, was most emphatic on this 
point in a speech in March 1914. 

Finally, the ‘ race urge ’ was put forward to the Germans as a 
valid reason for refusing to seek for peaceful solutions, while 
war was preached as the high destiny of the German race. ‘ In 
Europe,’ said Privy Councillor K. Lamprecht in April rg14, ‘the 
problem is not one of nations, but of races. The conclusion is 
therefore inevitable that the differences already existing be- 
tween Germans, Latins and Slavs will become more and more 
accentuated. And once more Germany and Russia appear as 
the race protagonists of Eastern and Central Europe.’ 

As to peace, it was spurned as unworthy of Germans. In 
April 1914, Herr Miiller-Brandenburg, President of the press 
section of the German Union of Defence, in a long speech on 
German policy asked: ‘How can any one defend the cause of 
universal peace? The pacifist movement produces only coward- 
ice. Kant said long ago that a prolonged peace serves only to 
develop the mercantile spirit and egoism, while at the same time 
lowering the level of thought of a people. In the history of the 
world, the judge is the sword. Germany has but one question 
to answer: to rise or to decline. We must be up and in arms. 
The twelfth hour has struck.’ 

M. Charles Richet, a French physiologist and poet, had in 
1914 proposed a friendly understanding between France and 
Germany, and suggested that any differences between the two 
nations should be submitted to some independent international 
tribunal such as The Hague. In any case, he urged, the first 
step towards peace was for nations to demand the setting up of 
such a court of international arbitration. The reply of the 
Berliner Neueste Nachrichten to this proposal adequately 
summed up the German view. ‘ A great nation,’ it wrote, ‘ can 
recognize but one line of conduct—a line determined by its own 
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interest; and it is the nation itself which should be the sole 
judge of its own affairs. We Germans would in any case refuse 
that a court of European Powers should be instituted as judge 
of our affairs. We have no time to waste with that kind of 
Utopia.’ In the same month, April 1914, the German chan- 
cellor gave the Government’s reason for having increased the 
contingent of recruits for the Army in 1913. Germany, he 
said, had to arm against the Slav peril, for opposition between 
Slavs and Germans might one day lead to an outbreak of war. 
“The development of the Slav and Mongol peoples in the 
twentieth century,’ said Admiral Beusing a month later, ‘ will 
certainly lead to a conflict with the German people. The 
Germans’ Fatherland is becoming too cramped and we are 
imperiously compelled by Nature to extend our territorial 
possessions.” 

As to the inevitability of war, a pamphlet published by 
Colonel Frobenius, called ‘The German Empire’s Hour of 
Destiny,’ caused an enormous sensation. Its theme was that 
Germany should not wait till the Spring of 1915 to unchain 
‘her war’ but declare war in 1914. In July 1914 the German 
Crown Prince telegraphed to the author saying: ‘I have read 
your excellent pamphlet with the utmost interest, and I hope it 
will be widely diffused among our German people.’ 

On June 20, 1915, German intellectuals addressed a list of 
‘ demands’ to the Chancellor. Their list contained 1,341 signa- 
tures, including those of 352 University professors, 152 ecclesi- 
astics and 252 men of letters and artists. They insisted on the 
Drang nach Osten and envisaged large territorial acquisitions at 
the expense of all the Slav races. Economic, industrial, peasant, 
and middle-class associations sent two petitions to the German 
chancellor in March 1915. They, too, demanded annexation 
and colonization of Slav lands and a policy of territorial aggran- 
dizement. General Ludendorff, in a memorandum written 
after the Crown Council presided over by the Kaiser on 
September 11, 1917, dealt at length with the same topic. 
Bohemia was still in Austrian hands under German domination, 
but ‘without Rumania,’ wrote Hitler’s future companion, 
‘ which we now control, we should be in a very critical situation. 
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Even with the Rumanian resources at our disposal, the situation 
is sufficiently serious.’ There must, he urged, be territorial 
extensions in Poland and in the Danube states as a general 
preparation ‘ for the future war. 

In Mein Kampf Hitler did not mask his designs. ‘ We 
National Socialists,’ he said, ‘ look towards the East... . When 
we talk to-day of new lands to be conquered in Europe, our 
first thoughts turn to Russia and to the contiguous lands which 
depend on it.’ That, too, summed up the view of Hohenzollern 
German economic societies which had never failed to insist on 
the advantages of finding in Russia and other Slav states a vast 
addition to German man-power ‘ for the next war.’ 


Can there be any doubt about German mentality in view of 
the above opinions? It is true that even the Fihrer in his 
Nuremberg hysterics of Septernber 12, 1938, did not claim to 
have more than 9g per cent. of the German people behind him; 
but the remaining one per cent isa leaven far too small to leaven 
the whole mass of German opinion. For two generations inter- 
national a-morality has been preached to the Germans by its 
Hohenzollern no less than its Nazi leaders. Does that mean 
that the German people as a whole like war to the extent of 
wanting to go to war? In no country, it is always urged, does 
the man in the street, and more especially his wife and his 
mother, ever want a war. But that factual and actual question 
is posed only at the moment when war stares a nation nakedly in 
the face, at the moment when the horror grips, when the awful 
impending destruction and mutilation hang by the merest 
thread. What is of far more importance is the state of opinion 
which can be formed in peace time to cultivate the idea that war 
is not only inevitable to the human race, but in itself a glorious 
thing—a supreme manifestation of virility. Whatever the rights 
and wrongs of Hohenzollern or Nazi Germany may have been or 
may be, it had been, as it is, the cardinal point of all German 
leaders of opinion—all, that is, except a courageous but infini- 
tesimal minority—to mould German mentality to the belief that 
even in peace time political objectives, both internationally and 
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domestically, must be obtained by the menace of war and by 
force. 

In the opinion of leaders of public opinion in Germany, from 
Luther to Kant, and from Fichte to Hitler, Germans must 
place themselves above the ideals of peace, because such ideals 
are unworthy of the traditions of the German people. ‘ War 
prevents a Superior Race from degenerating. War is imposed 
from high motives. It is a necessity, a glorious necessity.’ 
That is the simple theme which has always served as the text for 
German teachers. 

Can that mentality and more especially the atmosphere in 
which it lives be so fundamentally changed in a matter of few 
hours, by the immediate threat of a major war, that war can be 
avoided? Is it likely that the first reaction of a desire for peace 
can resist the appeal of only a few hysterical words inciting to 
war, when that appeal fits in exactly with the line of thought so 
assiduously cultivated through whole generations and never 
with more diabolical persistence than under the Nazi régime? 
In such an atmosphere and in such a disposition of mind the 
blackest of blackmail is seen as a clear and clean demand for the 
recognition by others of ‘the just demands’ of the German 
people. Only furtive manifestations of public opinion in 
Germany—apart from the organized mass demonstrations 
of patriotism—have been able to be gauged and transmitted by 
observers in Nazi Germany, more especially in 1938. Let us 
see how a distinguished German saw the situation in 1912-13 
and see if his view does not in all essential points convey some- 
thing of the conditions of Nazi Germany, the Germany of 1938. 
Dr. Otfried Nippold, President of the Supreme Court of the 
Saar Territory and former professor of international law, 
summed up the atmosphere in these words in 1913 : 

‘There has been much talk of the réle played behind the 
scenes by armament manufacturers in all this incitement of the 
German public to war. . . . Few of the younger generation of 
German historians have been able to escape from the influence 
of exaggerated nationalist suggestion, so that practically all 
German intellectuals are infected with the virus of chauvinism. 
... There are besides a great number of people whose contam- 
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ination is to be traced to the Stammtisch (beer-table) talk on 
politics. Thus we have the strange spectacle of people in their 
thousands shouting approval at bellicose generals, who propose 
to drive them into war. . . . Our people is hysterical. The 
chattering about war never ceases. Indeed, what else is to be 
expected when whole generations have been taught that war is a 
glorious necessity. The ‘great mission” which has been 
preached without interruption to the German people is that of a 
“joyous, forceful war ”—a war which is nothing else than a 
marauding expedition of the Middle Ages. Instead of Ger- 
many’s leaders pointing a new path to Germans after the Franco- 
Prussian War, their gaze was constantly directed to the past and 
to the glory of war. Our youth has therefore never been able to 
discover to what worthy end it should aspire. 

‘It is thus that Germany has misunderstood the true réle she 
should play in the civilized world. Our people have been 
thrown into the arms of the chauvinists—those prophets of a 
false doctrine, a wretched crowd who see the solution of the 
great problems of our age not in the collaboration of civilized 
peoples, but in warring against other peoples: not in the 
attenuation of conflicts, but in their aggravation. Thus they 
have preached War.’ 


Not only is the German not a good citizen of the world; but 
he does not want to be. The only historical case in which the 
German became assimilated, himself gave of his best and 
remained at his best, was the Frankish conquest of Gaul. He 
went, it is true, among a people with a remarkable gift of assimi- 
lation; but he may claim full marks for that far-off success. 
It was never repeated. The German, after the age of ‘ migra- 
tion of peoples,’ proved his capacity to live as a good citizen in 
other countries, both in Europe and elsewhere, and in the 
Americas showed some capacity for being assimilated. But after 
Bismarck’s death the grip from the Fatherland tightened, little 
by little but inexorably. By the Delbriick Law the German 
was permitted to naturalize himself abroad, while yet retaining 
his German nationality. Thus he sailed under two flags. He 
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could not, however, divide his affections—which is under- 
standable, though in most cases it was an inexcusable attitude 
towards the country of his feigned preference and legal adop- 
tion. He was received without restrictions into a foreign 
community; more, he was welcomed, but he himself made 
mental reserves. As to loyalty, his attitude was his own 
interpretation of that word as meaning ‘ German loyalty,’ and in 
virtue of the Delbriick Law that attitude was sheer immorality, 
for it was not merely personal but officialized duplicity. With 
the advent of the Nazi régime Germans abroad were watched 
over with more than loving care! 

In the Danube states the German only lived peaceably side by 
side with Slavs as long as political conditions enabled him to 
regard and treat those peoples as an inferior race. The Henlein 
hysteria was a reaction to the shock that after 1919 Slavs had 
been placed on a footing of political equality with Austrian-Ger- 
mans and were no longer merely a majority in numbers but con- 
trollers of the political destiny of their country. Moreover 
even within the borders of the Reich the German has notori- 
ously been a bad assimilator, for there, too, his preoccupation 
has been to dominate, not to conciliate. The utter failure of 
Hohenzollern Germany to win even tolerant acceptance of the 
Reich by its Polish subjects is well known. In intellectual 
circles the inability of the German to attract is equally striking, 
highly though German scientists are esteemed. Political 
servitude has always been the condition, readily accepted by the 
majority of German intellectuals, of liberty of scientific thought. 
Fichte and Kant set that fashion! Assimilation of intellectuals 
has taken place only in freak cases, such as Houston Chamber- 
lain, one of the major prophets of race, who saw ‘ Made in 
Germany’ written in large letters across every worth-while 
intellectual movement that had ever taken place in the world 
since the dawn of time; or John Macready, who naturally 
found that German lends itself best to his version of aesthetic 
neo-Romanticism. Some of his phrases, like ‘the treaty of 
Versailles is the work of bandits,’ or ‘ if England carries sword 
and flame into the world with the Bible in her hand, that pious 
fraud certainly does nothing to prepare for the coming of the 
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kingdom of God,’ sound more pregnant of meaning in German. 

Neither assimilating nor any longer willing to be assimilated, 
Germany occupies the self-conscious position of a highly in- 
telligent wall-flower, whose grievance is not that nobody wants 
to dance with her, but that she does not want to dance with 
anybody, except Italy of course, who is, however, rather a 
capricious partner. It is a strange partnership, this Teuto- 
Italo-Nippon anti-Comintern trio, not bound by any reciprocal 
esteem of their peoples, much less by affection, nor by any 
mutual economic advantage, nor even by any fundamental 
common hatreds! The enigmatic Oriental, hating the white 
man with a deep and indelible hate, is the only one of the three 
partners who treads on sure ground. His policy is clear, smile 
he never so orientally. All means are fair and ‘ fair is foul and 
foul is fair’ if only the white races, including Germans and 
Italians, be made to suffer. 

The value of the Rome-Berlin-Tokio axis will only be really 
apparent ‘ when the battle’s lost and won.’ Politically, before 
and after battle, Germany’s position is one of isolation, however 
many military allies she may be able to count on. No friendly 
approach by others has ever weaned her from that special 
position, and no approach will, for she has a ‘ mission.’ The 
mission is to expand—nach Osten, and that expansion is impos- 
sible, within the German formula which does duty for a policy, 
except by force of arms. ‘ World Power or Downfall’ has 
never ceased to be Germany’s motto. 


CHAPTER XII 
The German Mission in Central Europe 


THE NAZI ATTITUDE EXPLAINED IN 1937 


‘THE Potentials of the Frontier Conflict in Middle-East 
Europe.’ That was the title of a lecture delivered at Erfurt in 
the summer of 1937 by Herr Kleo Pleyer, Professor of History 
at Kénigsberg. The title itself is significant of the German 
view of the Drang nach Osten question. 

The thesis developed by Herr Pleyer contains what may be 
called the philosophical kernel of the Nazi attitude in the 
matter, for the lecture was reproduced in readily accessible 
pamphlet-form a few months ago by the officially controlled 
German Institute for History. There is probably no better 
source than this lecture from which to derive a statement of the 
modern German view. It is in any case unlikely that the 
German ‘case’ in ‘ Middle-East Europe’ will ever be more 
dispassionately presented in Nazi Germany. It is worth 
bearing in mind that at the time the lecture was delivered Aus- 
tria was still independent, and the problem of the Sudeten 
Germans in Czechoslovakia, with the implications of German 
intentions further afield, had not appeared in acute form on the 
international horizon, though trained observers could not fail to 
perceive a little cloud like a Fiihrer’s outstretched hand. 

In the light of later developments since the Anschluss, the 
German modern historical explanation of the Drang nach Osten 
may be summed up as follows, keeping strictly to the argument 
of Herr Pleyer and as closely as possible to the typically German 
terminology he uses : 

1. ‘If one wanted to determine the actual world-space of 
Germany in accordance with the knowledge of the languages 
possessed by the German educated class, it would have to be by 
searching somewhere in Western Europe; in any case not in the 
middle of Europe in the narrow vicinity of a dozen Eastern 
populations.’ 
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Nazi comment on this proposition was ‘ that Germans of the 
Reich have been far too prone to narrow their relations with 
their Eastern neighbours by considering such relations as a 
matter of political frontiers. But a deeper examination shows 
that it is “foreignoppression” of Germanism on the other side 
of Germany’s frontiers which is the real historical motive for 
the development and pressure of the German forces which 
penetrate the Eastern territory of Central Europe. The outward 
signs are manifold: but the underlying unity which connects 
them is never absent. It is the political view that is too narrow. 
It is the race view that must count.’ 

2. ‘Middle-East Europe is the territory which reaches from 
the Gulf of Finland to the Adriatic and the Aegean Seas. On 
geographical as well as historical grounds all that territory 
belongs to ‘‘the German central position in Europe—which is 
saturated with German blood, and has been cast in the German 
mould.” Ethnographically, Middle-East Europe is a girdle of 
mixed races, whose peoples and populations are nowhere 
separated by natural frontiers. On the contrary, there is no 
other important territorial zone in Europe in which races and 
peoples are intermingled in such inextricable confusion.’ 

“The Nazi view on this point is that, quite apart from the 
historical aspect, the All-German (gesamtdeutsch) position has 
won three definitely factual and political advance-posts by the 
creation of the new Great Germany. They are East Prussia, 
Silesia and the zone of the Eastern Alps. The ‘“‘ new Great 
Germany ” here referred to is Bismarck’s 1871 Reich. Hemmed 
into the pockets formed by these outposts are the Polish and 
Czech populations. It is the settlement of accounts with these 
races, as well as with many others, that constitutes both the 
background and the elements of Germany’s “‘frontier-conflict.”” 
In the German sense, that frontier-conflict is merely a form of 
self-determination of the strongest Race in the fight for land 
It is therefore a function imposed by the nature of things on any 
people which, like the German nation, is conscious of the place 
due to it in history.’ 

It was precisely this view which the Fihrer put forward in his 
Nuremberg speech on September 12, 1938. He did not use the 
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German equivalent for ‘ plebiscite,’ no doubt because that term 
would have had far too juridically exact a meaning in the appeal 
he was making not to reason, but to emotion. The Nazi view 
in 1938, and with special reference to Pleyer’s thesis, was that 
‘there should be Selbstbehauptung—self-assertion, or self- 
affirmation, in favour of course of Germanic peoples.’ The 
fact that they were not technically ex-German subjects at all 
did not come into the question. Indeed it was excluded on 
purpose, as was the word plebiscite, in order to avoid the juri- 
dical difficulty that the Sudeten Germans had not formed part 
of the German Reich. ‘They had been subjects of the Habs- 
burg Monarchy. The jump was therefore made from self- 
determination to what was called a ‘ return’ to the Reich, the 
word that had also done duty for the absorption of Austria 
proper into the Nazi continuation of Bismarck’s Reich. If that 
argument holds, there is no reason why Germanic folk all over 
the world should not be absorbed in the same way into the 
Reich, the absorption being performed not by the ‘ return ’ of 
the individual to the Fatherland, but by the annexation by the 
Reich of any territory on which a nucleus of Germans is to 
be found. 

3. ‘Itis peoples and not states which really carry with them 
the elements of the frontier-conflict. Their weapon is not war, 
but merely the everyday impulse which forces them to widen 
their frontiers. In that contest peoples develop their own 
strategical and tactical technique. But the “‘ peoples’ frontier” 
is two-dimensional. It is not a political frontier line, but a 
zone in which two populations have close contact with each 
other.’ 

4. ‘The peoples’ frontier-conflict must be envisaged in 
its dual nature. Mere map conceptions of Germanism-on-the- 
frontier and Germanism-in-a-foreign-country tend to isolate 
the German portion vis-a-vis the non-German portion, whereas 
the whole inward existence and external destiny of precisely 
this frontier-Germanism and foreign-Germanism are deter- 
mined by the settlement of accounts with the foreign popular 
elements. Foreign oppressive regulations are what are taken 
note of. But it is scarcely recognized by what inward motives 
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the other people is impelled to the frontier-conflict, nor on what 
folk-yearning (volksseelische), national, social and religious pre- 
misses the stake of the frontier-conflict reposes. If any one 
wishes to understand in their entirety the antecedents of the 
frontier-conflict, he must be inwardly possessed of knowledge 
of his adversary.’ 

5. ‘ Thus seen in their proper perspective, the driving forces 
of the frontier-conflict appear not merely in the isolated form of 
attack and defence, but also as remarkably contradictory ele- 
ments of a constant historical process of penetration, no less 
than of separation ; and for both sides in the conflict the develop- 
ment of all forms of their political, economic, social and cultural 
life is traversed by that process. Long before the peoples’ 
“fronts ” have become clearly separated from each other, they 
have reciprocally exchanged the resources contributing to the 
final structure.’ 

The Nazi view on this aspect is that the German contribution 
has been the decisive civilizing element. 

6. ‘What Germanic peoples find in Middle-East Europe 
is not merely the influences and institutions of foreign peoples, 
but an essentially German patrimony, which for a century past 
has been penetrating foreign peoples. ‘‘ Thus the frontier- 
conflict of Middle-East Europe is to a certain extent a question 
of the auto-disposal of German blood-and-formation capacity.” 
That holds good for all three of the great historical time- 
divisions of the German frontier-conflict: first, the period of 
preparation up to the 1848 revolution; then the period of 
popular political strife from 1848 to 1918; and lastly the period 
which dawned thereafter—the period of the fight for the 
national idea as determined by the State. That blood-and- 
formation capacity is the underlying factor in German self- 
disposal and is endorsed by a long series of historical facts.’ 

7. ‘The process of national formation itself has been con- 
summated by the foreign peoples of Central Europe very largely 
under German influence. It was only very late in the day that 
these foreign peoples conceived the idea of nationality in the 
form it received from the French Revolution and the spirit of 
Western Europe. Long before that, they had become con- 
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scious of the German conception of nationality as elaborated by 
Herder and the German Romantic school, and this German 
influence was far more profound than that of Western Europe. 
Even before then, for alrnost a century and right down to the 
nineteenth century, in law, social science, economics and culture 
it was the German forms which had penetrated all the lands of 
Middle-East Europe. The reciprocal blood-mixture was 
another reason for the origin of simultaneous race-forces which, 
owing to the mutual intercourse of the Eastern races in village 
communities, in societies and in gymnastic clubs, produced 
equality of community formation. National feeling was there- 
by facilitated, while on the other hand, on the German side as 
well as on the other, the biological potential for the decisive 
and most elementary basic force of the frontier-conflict was 
heightened.’ 

8. ‘Moreover a decline in the birth-rate from East to West 
corresponded, and still corresponds, to a decline in culture 
from West to East. In this connection agrarian conditions and 
industrialism also play such an important part that therein is to 
be found the special explanation of the insecurity of the North- 
East German territorial institutions, together with the appear- 
ance there of foreign infiltration. That is also the reason for 
the constant stream of Polish and Czech agricultural workers 
and industrial operatives who have emigrated to Germany.’ 

‘A parallel order of development has also to be considered, 
namely, the tendency of the peoples in conflict mutually to 
adapt their social order. As the counterpart of the German 
order of society, the foreign peoples develop the sociological 
seed of national democracy—a town-bred middle-class and an 
intellectual leading caste. On the other hand, national social 
contrasts have to a large extent become merged, so that social- 
revolutionary impulses could be transformed into national- 
revolutionary forces. A similar phenomenon is to be noted in 
manifold exaggeration in the domains of language and religion.” 

‘All this however found its potential in the fundamental 
changes which took place in Middle-East Europe after 1918. 
In other words, the newly created States of Middle-East Europe 
are by their nature nationality-states, with national self- 
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consciousness. Their present claim is to be or to become national 
states on the French model which they adopted. Thus they 
transform the nationality-conflict into what may be called 
institutional compulsion, to enforce which the powers of the 
State are invoked.’ 

g. ‘Germany’s great and positive mission is this: “‘ Ger- 
manism is fighting in the East not only for its continuation as a 
frontier-people, but also for a sensible co-ordination of German 
and non-German Middle-East Europe. The great question 
of the East is whether the German can evolve a new institution 
dominating the spiritual, social and national polemical problem 
of this territory, binding together Germany and the Eastern 
peoples, and transforming the Middle-East Europe frontier- 
conflict into the shape of a subdued contest between peoples.” ’ 

‘In the short view, the surrender of German dynamic forms 
to peoples who are opposed to her was a disadvantage for 
Germany. In the long view, it has linked those populations 
anew to German life. This bond will become fruitful, if 
German East and non-German East find a new relationship by 
adjustment.’ 


It would appear that the long view and the short view 
coalesced to create the dynamic Henlein confusion so thoroughly 
prepared and organized by the Fiihrer whose view is invariably 
brutally mystic. 


CHAPTER XIII 
The End and the Means 


THEAGENTS PROVOCATEURS AT WORK 


So loudly did the Hohenzollern trumpets blare and so strident 
are the tones of the Nazi microphone that they have always 
constituted a sound-proof curtain concealing the softly sinister 
noises made by German secret agents. Yet the events of 
1914 and of 1938 were not the work of German loud speakers, 
but of German—and in 1914 of Hungarian—silent workers. 
The objective of all these workers and of their masters is to 
perpetuate the modern forms of feudalism in every country 
west of Russia. When Herr Hitler raves about the danger of 
Bolshevismus and Mussolini prates about the peril of Com- 
munism, and when both bring in to their aid against a so-called 
Red menace the strongest feudal anachronism in the world, 
Japan, it is not that they are afraid of being attacked by Russia. 
It is not even that they are afraid of Russian influence in their 
own countries. It is that they fear, quite rightly, the necessary 
internal reactions to their own régime. But their greatest 
fear is that the capitalist-feudal system on which they rely 
for support should be in any way weakened by the natural 
demands of Demos to dispose of his own destiny. The 
cagoulard scandals in France showed that feudalism is still 
strong in that Western democracy, but they also revealed the 
active alliance between the magnates in France and those in 
Germany, and the sinister participation of Nazism and Fascism 
in subverting social order west of the Rhine. When Hitler’s 
press shrieked about the ‘ bestial Bolshevism ’ and the ‘pessimis- 
tic materialism ’ of M. Benes, it was not that the Fuhrer for one 
moment believed that those accusations against the President 
of Czechoslovakia had the slightest foundations in truth. It is 
that the Nazi régime was terrified to have as its neighbour in the 
South-East of Europe, one moreover which stood in the Ger- 
man path in the Drang nach Osten, a country modelled on a 
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system of government which must in process of time evolve 
in favour of Demos, like the systems in France and Great 
Britain which, though far as yet from deserving the name of 
democracy, tend nevertheless—and in France with ever greater 
rapidity—to overthrow the fortress of feudalism. 

Italy’s position isa peculiar one in this respect and does not 
fall within the scope of this book. Mussolini was sufficiently 
intelligent not to reply on the support of the Italian aristocracy, 
which in turn hates him. But that hatred is of little account, 
for he rallied to his side the great mass of the Italian people by 
doing something for them. His personal ambition led him to 
place the heaviest burdens on his people in order to gratify 
his imperialist ideas; but in the meantime he had made the 
life of the poorer classes so much more worth while that he could 
rely on their support of his personal régime. Moreover 
feudalism in Italy had not grown with the times and become 
part and parcel of the domination of the moneyed classes as it 
had in the governance of Western ‘ democracies.’ It had 
remained a museum piece, a relic of Italian medievalism. 

Germany’s case, and Hungary’s too, was very different. 
In Hungary the landed magnates remained the dominant caste, 
and to that extent the social problem in that country is a simple 
one. The question which will have to be decided there one day 
is simply that of baron and serf. That is Germany’s problem 
too, but one which is infinitely more complicated owing to the 
fact that after 1871 Germany became a highly industrialized 
country with vertiginous rapidity. To add to that complica- 
tion the Germans, as the rest of the world knows to its cost, 
are a fundamentally militarized people, while the soul of the 
people is saturated with the mystic brutality of generations of 
morbid philosophizing. 

The social battle engaged in Western Europe ever since 
the French Revolution—the mere mention of which causes that 
celebrated German revolutionary, Adolf Hitler, to shudder, as 
he himself confessed to Lord Londonderry early in 1938— 
has been between what is called Capital and Labour. Those 
terms are perhaps too abstract to disclose the real issue. The 
fight is to determine whether a certain section of the community 


156 Germany Rampant 


is entitled to sing ‘ The earth is the landlord’s and all that there- 
in is.’ Now the problem of the distribution of the fruits 
of the earth won by man’s labour has been slowly but relent- 
lessly moving towards a solution ever since the fall of the Bas- 
tille. ‘The solution itself cannot ever be a permanent one, 
but with the ebb and flow of public opinion old prejudices have 
been gradually worn away and a better ground prepared in the 
Western democracies for the implanting of a better social order. 
In that process there has had to be give and take on both sides, 
and if the favoured classes have had to yield to the necessity 
of granting social reforms which give the great poor class a 
better chance of life and livelihood, the poor have also seen 
the wisdom of avoiding violent upheavals and, rejecting the 
method of frontal attack, have in their turn yielded provision- 
ally to the theory of the sanctity of ‘acquired rights,’ reserving to 
themselves of course the right to examine at opportune moments 
how those ‘rights’ have been ‘ acquired’ and whether titles 
in perpetuity can ever be good, seeing that man has hardly 
finished making his bow on the earth’s stage when Death 
stretches out its hand and pulls him into the wings, out of 
both sight and mind. 

With all his lamentable limitations, and indeed to some 
extent because of them, Hitler is far-sighted. He has the 
mystic’s power of concentration on one point. He has seen 
as in a vision what others can see by mundane reasoning, that 
the problem which stares Europe in the face is not a clash of 
national rivalries, but international civil war. In that conflict 
Fihrers and Duces would be swept aside like wooden huts 
in a gale of wind. Both the Italian and the German leaders 
have not lost the habit of keeping their ear to the ground, 
and of interpreting the rumblings they hear. If the tempest is 
to come, as come it must, then it shall be directed outwards by 
war. But there again Hitler always preferred the threat of war 
to its reality, because only a quick successful war would leave 
him in power, and there are no quick wars to-day, nor are any 
wars successful. To arrive at power Hitler did what any other 
demagogue does who can talk. He saw which way popular 
revolt was heading and took a short cut to place himself at his 
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head; knew what slogans to shout and was hailed as a leader. 
The revolt was against the dominant caste in Germany, and it 
was under that caste that the German humiliation at Versailles 
had happened. The dominant caste saw that too, and hurried 
from their fortresses to make terms not with the people, but 
with the people’s leader. The temptation was too great 
for Hitler. What he was offered was a short cut to power. 
He took it, and thenceforward the dominant feudal caste in 
Germany tied their destiny to Hitler. Equally Hitler could not 
escape from the partnership, nor indeed did he want to. 
He was a mystic, and easily convinced himself that the new 
order of things was not merely the gratification of his own 
ambitious dreams, but the salvation of the German race on 
earth. 

The dominant caste in Germany, however, contains no 
mystics. Their sole preoccupation is to strengthen their own 
position, and for that purpose any weapons serve. So they do for 
any mystic. Thus the strange partnership between the mystic 
demagogue and the most reactionary caste in Europe has been 
sealed, and thus the world sees the selfsame processes which led 
to 1914 employed to produce the conditions of to-day. The 
parallel is striking, so striking that people have been blinded by 
it and not seen it. Germany and Hungary are still monar- 
chical anachronisms in Europe. The former has never ceased 
to be a Reich—an Empire, and the Hungarian crown of St. 
Stephen still awaits a head on which it can be placed. Mean- 
while it is guarded by a Regent. Never were allies firmer in 
the defence of their mutual interests than the Magyar magnates 
and the German feudal barons, and never did two nations join 
more wholeheartedly in crushing another people: the Slavs. 
The murder of the Archduke Franz Ferdinand at Serajevo in 
June of 1914 was one of the means by which Germanand Magyar 
ruling elements hoped to perpetuate the hierarchial social 
order in Central Europe and strengthen it by military conquest. 
The murder of the Austrian Chancellor Dollfuss in July of 1934 
was the means by which that dorninant caste once more sought 
their own salvation, and was one of the bloody processes by 
which the Nazis sealed their pact with the German magnates. 
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The next step was Nazi intervention in Spain. All these situa- 
tions were created to further Germany’s new Drang nach 
Osten. Italian intervention in Spain had different motives: it 
was due to Mussolini’s imperialist ambitions. 

The assassination of Dollfuss, the coup d’état in Austria 
with the projected judicial murder of Schuschnigg—at which 
no civilized Power uttered a single word of official protest !— 
and the demand that the Sudeten regions of Czechoslovakia 
should be incorporated into the Reich—all these obvious events 
did not occur without the most careful and methodical sub- 
terranean preparation. The Germans are past-masters at 
intrigue, especially of the snake-in-the-grass brand. That is 
not mere assertion. It is now obvious to all that the Nazis 
‘worked ’ things to lead up to the Austrian and Czechoslova- 
kian faits accomplis. What is less obvious is that Germans have 
always been specialists in subterranean methods of so-called 
diplomacy. Those processes are merely an extension to foreign 
countries of the classical police methods employed within 
Germany itself. They have always been used by those in 
power in Germany not only in conjunction with the German 
Military at home and German diplomacy abroad, but against 
both! ‘ Against’ in the sense that no German officer and 
no German diplomatist and consul has ever failed to be 
supervised and spied on by German agents, not necessarily 
whole-time employees but agents nevertheless paid out of 
secret funds. The more brutal of the Gestapo methods are 
either known to the outside world or fairly accurately suspected ; 
but their hidden workings are far more deadly, for they have 
invariably constituted the greatest danger to the peace of the 
world. Itis not for nothing that one of the commonest mental 
complaints in Germany is persecution mania.* 

German government spokesmen and the inspired press have 
rattled sabres so noisily, and such truculent speeches have 
been characteristic of both Hohenzollern and Nazi Germany, 
that the foreigner has been inclined to class Germans merely 
as loud-mouthed bullies, forgetting that a bully is always a 


1 Germans abroad have complained to me on more than one occasion 
that they were being spied on and persecuted by their Consul or by some 
other member of the German community. 
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cunning sneak. German subterranean intrigue extends to 
every single country in the world, and it is to Germany far more 
than to Italy that the Spanish civil war owed its origin. 
Authenticated and documentary evidence on this point is 
voluminous. It would be far too long to deal with that aspect 
here. It is however of the highest importance to note that 
Spain has always been a country to which German leaders have 
devoted particular attention. Spain has long since been 
honeycombed with German secret agents, and no German 
government has ever failed to ‘ work’ Spain against France. 
The Franco-Prussian War arose out of a question of Spanish 
succession, and Napoleon III was not by any means wrong in 
insisting that Germany should not try and place a Hohen- 
zollern on the Spanish throne. Where the Emperor of the 
French was wrong was where so many statesmen, without his 
excuse, have been wrong with Germany, and that is in not being 
fully prepared with military strength, before presenting 
to Germany a perfectly reasonable and pacific request. 

Spain is a frontier neighbour of France and of no other 
Great Power. Clearly therefore German policy is to stirup trouble 
there. Feudally of course there is an obvious current of sym- 
pathy between Spanish grandees and German Junkers, so 
much so that on a celebrated occasion during the 1914-18 
War King Alfonso told Mr. Gerard, the American ambassador 
who had just left Berlin, that in Spain only two classes were in 
favour of the Allies: himself and the rabble! If Italy was 
unwilling to cease her intervention in Spain in 1938, it was not 
only that Mussolini found it hard to abandon his imperialist 
ambitions and to save his face with his own people ; it was also 
because he was unwilling to leave Germany in subterranean 
possession. On July 15, 1936, three days before Franco let 
loose his rebellion in favour of the Spanish grandees, the 
Vélkischer Beobachter, the official organ of the Nazi Party, 
wrote that ‘in any case, it would not be the first time in the 
course of the last twenty years, if the summer truce to which 
the Spaniard is accustomed were disturbed by grave political 
events.’ 

‘ Trouble in Spain ’ can never be other than a source of grave 
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preoccupation to France and therefore a corresponding joy to 
Germany. Not only does Germany cast covetous eyes on 
Spain’s economic possibilities, but she can make excellent use 
of Spain as a supplementary springboard for her Drang nach 
Osten. Bismarck used to call the German process of provoca- 
tion and subornation in Spain ‘ putting Spanish flies on France’s 
neck,’ and Paul Herre, a Pan-German professor, wrote in 1915 
in his book, Spain and the World War, that it was ‘ absolutely 
certain that the leaders of the German State have their secret 
participation in many a decision of the Spanish government.’ 
What is even more certain is that the German submarines 
operating from Spanish ports sank hundreds of thousands of 
Allied and neutral tonnage, and that the scandal about the way 
the military port of Carthagena was being used to supply 
those submarines was so great the Minister of War, Primo de 
Rivera, was forced to resign. On June 30, 1915, the Austrian 
Commander in Chief, Conrad von Hoetzendorff, wrote to his 
German colleague, General von Falkenhayn, to the effect that 
by spending ‘ from ten to twenty million crowns on the press 
in Spain, not only could Spain be brought to an alliance with 
the Central Powers but to the point of declaring war on France.’ 

The work of German. agents provocateurs has been backed by 
open propaganda. The latter has often been sneered at as 
‘too obvious,’ but Goebbels and Hitler both know the value 
of repetition and of lying hard all the time. Their argument is 
that somebody will believe something of everything. Moreover 
when the efficacy of one lie is weakening, it is quite easy to 
replace it by another even more tremendous. ‘ The only lies 
which are really efficacious,’ said Hitler in Mein Kampf, ‘ are 
those which are so colossal that it would never occur to anybody 
that they could be lies. The hugeness of alie is in a measure 
a factor in its being believed.’ In other words, the bigger the 
lie, the greater the credulity. 

But neither in underground intervention nor in open pro- 
paganda have the Nazis been more original or daring than the 
rulers of Hohenzollern Germany. They have been more 
brutal. They adopted the Hitler prescription of lying so hard 
and so long that credulous politicians in other countries believed 


The End and the Means 161 


the lie of peace, until it was too late to do anything but make an 
agonized search for last-minute solutions to rectify a situation 
which a minimum of clear vision and a modicum of firmness 
would never have allowed to arise. 

Even in the matter of the officialized spreading of Pan- 
Germanism to the detriment of foreign countries, the Nazis 
took over and used an organization which already existed in 
Hohenzollern Germany. It became their Comintern—an 
organization which they could and did disown whenever its 
activities embarrassed them officially. The German Fichte 
Union (Deutscher Fichte-Bund) was founded in January 1914 
‘for the purpose of realizing the noble ideals of Fichte ’— 
the prophet of the Importance of Me. It was at the time nothing 
but a Pan-German association, specially used during 1914-18 
for German propaganda abroad. ‘I'he Nazis gave it a name of 
their own: ‘ World Union for the Truth,’ after it had, before 
Hitler’s advent to power, re-christened itself ‘ Association to 
Fight against the Treaty of Versailles.’ The Nazis directed 
its activities very particularly to Spain, where it had been so 
well-entrenched in 1914-18. Ina single year, 1935, it published 
seventy-five pamphlets in sixty-four foreign languages and 
distributed over five million of its publications abroad under the 
zgis of the Nazi Party Bureau of Foreign Affairs. 

It is however in the underground preparation of trouble in 
foreign countries that the Nazis’ régime has been the most faith- 
ful follower of the Hohenzollern rulers, with more far-reach- 
ing results owing to the peculiar problems left to the world after 
1918. Yet in unscrupulousness the Hohenzollern régime was 
the equal of the Nazis, and just as the long years of sapping by 
German agents provocateurs set the stage for 1938, so the same 
use of underground agents of all nationalities was responsible 
for creating the excuse which made the outbreak of war in 1914 
possible at the precise moment chosen by Germany. When the 
history of 1938 comes to be written, it will be found to be not 
more tragically revolting than the subterranean immorality by 
which Germany and her Hungarian friends provoked the war of 
1914-18. Then as now Hungarian magnates and German 
Junkers worked hand in glove. The parallel in this respect 
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between the Sudeten question and the Serbian affair shows how 
pertinaciously and relentlessly Germany has pursued her 
imperial aims by her Drang nach Osten policy. The Serajevo 
murder and the Henlein putsch were offspring of precisely the 
same kind of international immorality at the service of power 
policy. 

In 1908 certain documents had been photographed in the 
Austro-Hungarian Legation in Serbia, the head of which was a 
Hungarian, Count Forgach. They were produced as having 
been stolen from a Serbian government department and as 
constituting proof that Serbo-Croats of Austria, long since 
arrested ‘ on suspicion,’ had been guilty of treasonable agitation 
against the Dual Monarchy. At the trial of the alleged con- 
spirators Professor Masaryk was able to show that the docu- 
ments were a forgery and that the whole affair was a concoction 
of agents provocateurs. Copies of the photographs had, how- 
ever, been sent, before the trial, to the Archduke Franz Fer- 
dinand, heir to the Habsburg throne, who was convinced that 
they were genuine. After they had been proved to be forgeries, 
he found himself in a false position, for his name had been 
invoked with the idea of making the condemnation of the 
accused doubly certain. That design had failed, and the 
Archduke felt he had been used as a tool in a peculiarly un- 
savoury affair, so that although until then he had been a 
supporter of Hungarian oppression of the Slavs within the Dual 
Monarchy, there was every reason to believe that, in spite of any 
appearances to the contrary, he was not averse from making 
certain concessions to Slav aspirations. Moreover, although on 
political grounds he may have supported Hungarian policy in 
the matter of the Slavs, on personal grounds he rather inclined 
to a Liberal policy, for his wife was a Polish lady. On larger 
grounds he might well favour more liberal political treatment to 
a certain section of his people, the Serbo-Croats, whom he had, 
albeit in good faith, helped to malign. 

Like all Habsburgs the Archduke was a man of few ideas, but 
held obstinately to them. The Hungarian ruling caste thus 
saw in him an obstacle to their relentless policy of crushing the 
Slav elements within the Dual Monarchy. In that policy they 
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counted on the open support of German reactionaries and on 
the sinister labours of agents provocateurs, for liberal conces- 
sions to Slavs did not by any means coincide with the German 
policy of keeping the whole of Central Europe in a state of 
political ferment, in order to offer to the world a plausible 
justification for implementing the German Drang nach Osten, 
‘in the interests of justice, self-determination ’ and all the other 
Henlein pretences of the time. Moreover the intrigues round 
the Habsburg throne were as potent for evil as the rivalries and 
ambitions of the leading members of that other absolutist 
régime, modern Nazism, round the Fihrer. 

The Archduke’s wife, the Duchess of Hohenberg, formerly 
Countess Chotek, was hated by the feminine element of the 
Austro-Hungarian aristocracy with a jealous envy which 
stopped at nothing to harm her. The Polish countess had been 
one of the ladies in waiting of the Princess Isabelle de Croy, 
wife of the Archduke Frederick, cousin to the Austrian Emperor. 
The Princess Isabelle had earmarked the Austrian heir apparent 
as the future husband for one of her eight daughters; but Franz 
Ferdinand was desperately in love, and not even the opposition 
of the old Emperor deterred him from his project of marrying 
the Countess Chotek, which he did morganatically in 1900. 
The Countess exercised great influence over her husband who 
was five years her junior, and she was cordially detested by all 
the ‘ blue-bloods’ in Austria, Hungary and Germany. Even 
after her courageous death that hatred pursued her. She had 
shown her love in a supreme test of cool heroism when she stood 
up in the motor car to shield her husband, already mortally 
wounded, from the assassin’s bullets in Serajevo. That brave 
act had cost her her life; but at the funeral grand-ducal Court 
etiquette was invoked to ensure that two beings who in life 
could never bear to live apart should at least be divided in death. 

No attempt to explain the Serajevo tragedy can be other than 
partial which does not attach due weight to this personal aspect 
of hatred. The Archduke and his wife had powerful and quite 
unscrupulous enemies in the highest Court circles in Vienna. 
They were enemies whose hatred was so strong that it pursued 
the royal couple into the grave, and would not be finnicky at the 
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mere trifle of bringing them there. The political aspect is 
equally important. The Hungarians, who through Count 
Tisza dominated the government at Vienna, disliked the Arch- 
duke intensely. Between them and the Archduke there was 
at least one issue on which the latter had definitely, almost 
defiantly, opposed Hungary. 

Throughout the whole of the long reign of Franz-Josef there 
had been friction between Austria and Hungary. As early as 
1853 an attempt on the life of a Habsburg had been made by a 
Hungarian, Libenyi, who tried to assassinate the Emperor at 
Vienna. Tension between Vienna and Budapest was always 
great, and rarely far from breaking point. It was under the 
shadow of her defeat by Prussia at Sadowa that Austria had to 
make concessions to Hungary, and the legal constitution of the 
dual system of Habsburg government dates only from the 
Compromise (Ausgleich) of 1867. By it the various race 
elements composing the Habsburg Monarchy were parcelled 
out to be administered by Austria and Hungary. Had there 
been more vision on Austria’s part and less intransigence on 
Hungary’s, the dual system might have proved a fairly good 
working arrangement. It turned out otherwise, not least 
because it meant that a German minority was ruling a Czech 
and Slavo-Croat majority in Austria, while a Magyar minority 
oppressed a Slavo-Croat and Rumanian majority in Hungary. 
When Hungary complains to-day that the Treaty of Trianon 
robbed her of territory which was legitimately hers, she chooses 
to forget that none of her former subject races is in the least 
anxious to return under the Magyar heel. As a sidelight on 
Hungarian inconsequence, it is of interest to recall the strenuous 
opposition of the Hungarian nationalists when the Croats in the 
Hungarian Chamber of Deputies insisted on their right to 
address the Chamber in their own language, and not in Hun- 
garian. Germany’s latter-day espousal of Magyar aspirations 
is grounded on modern historical antecedents. As in the past 
so in the present, Germany’s ultimate drive is always anti-Slav. 
Therein Hungary’s political aims and Germany’s coincide, and 


1 In a conversation with me in July 1914, the Mayor of Ragusa (Dubrov- 
nik), a Croat, stressed the opinion that the Hungarians had had ‘ reasons of 
their own ’ for welcoming the removal by assassination of the Archduke. 
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the unconciliatory attitude of the Hungarian magnates towards 
Vienna is a matter of history. It was the Hungarians, backed 
by their German friends, who ended by dictating the foreign 
policy of the Dual Monarchy, for the Germans always despised 
the easy-going Austrians as too soft. 

A constant source of friction between Hungarian nationalists 
and Vienna was the question of the language of the words of 
command in the Army. There were other matters of grave 
import, but none more constantly irritating. The old Emperor 
was adamant that the language of the Army must be German. 
To allow any other system would, he considered, be the thin 
edge of the wedge of disintegration within the Dual Monarchy. 
Knowing of the coolness—to the point of hostility—existing 
between the Emperor and his heir, the Hungarians counted on 
the latter to support their claim that the Hungarian language 
should be adopted for Hungarian regiments. But the Arch- 
duke was above all things a Habsburg, not a politician; and he 
opposed Hungarian pretensions in the matter. The whole 
question was so acute that it had caused a serious crisis in the 
Hungarian Cabinet, and the President of the Hungarian Council, 
General Geza Fejervary, finding himself unable to carry on the 
government in face of the determined opposition of the Hun- 
garian Chamber, resigned in September 1905. Owing, how- 
ever, to the backing of the Archduke, he was re-appointed the 
next month. 

Fortified by the unexpected support he had received from his 
heir, the Emperor gave a frigid reception to a Hungarian 
delegation which had come to make a direct appeal to him on 
the language question. To make the pill he was giving them 
still more bitter, the Emperor read to them in German a 
document which was nothing less than an ultimatum. He 
ended by a categorical refusal to make any concession what- 
soever in respect of the language to be used in Hungarian regi- 
ments. For that rebuff, delivered in German and in such a 
way as to be almost an insult to their nation, the Hungarian 
nationalists never forgave the Archduke, whom they held 
responsible for their humiliation. Nationalists of all races have 
long memories. 
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In 1914, only nine years after that incident, a Hungarian 
fanatic, Forgdch, was installed at the Ballplatz with the mani- 
pulation of Austro-Hungarian policy in his hands. Was the 
tragic end of the Archduke surprising? Forgach had also a 
bitter humiliation of his own to revenge not on the Archduke, 
but on Serbia and the Slavo-Croats of Austria-Hungary. He 
had been held up to scorn only six years previously over the 
matter of the forged documents prepared in his Legation at 
Belgrade, and it was a Czech, Professor Masaryk, who had been 
chiefly responsible for that exposure. Now his time had come, 
when Count Berchtold summoned him from the obscure 
position of Austrian Minister at Dresden to the key-position in 
Austrian diplomacy. It was a big jump and a fine character 
might have found such a transition sobering. To a less subtle 
nature such sudden heights might have brought dizziness. For- 
gach, however, was not the man to be dazzled, and he was too 
ambitious to be sobered by a position which he regarded as no 
more than his due. His fixed idea was to give the Slavs a lesson, 
and his was not the nature to scruple about the means to achieve 
it. He had proved at Belgrade that intrigue was second nature to 
him. He had played for relatively small stakes and lost. He 
would play for far higher stakes now, and win. This time he was 
gambling with the fortunes of the Dual Monarchy itself and 
with the fate of Europe. Well, so much the worse for Europe ! 
That was not the first time, nor was it to be the last, when the 
fate of millions of innocent people depended on the will of one 
man. 

From the Danube to the Gulf of Salonika the whole of 
Central Europe was honeycombed with secret societies. How- 
ever much they differed in origin and internal atmosphere—and 
the differences were great—they all sprang from a common 
spirit: revolt against the excessive hierarchy of society. Even 
when such societies were organized in the light of day, they had 
their secret side, or as they themselves preferred to 
style it, their underlying patriotic significance. The 
best known of these societies were the comitadjis of 
Macedonia, and the jumble of races in Central Europe was 
clarity itself compared with the Macedonian medley of Bulgars, 
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Greeks, Turks, Albanians, Rumanians, Serbs and other 
races. 

The comitadjis, as merely local groups, were an outcome of 
the Crimean War, when the Christian peoples of Macedonia 
awoke to a consciousness of their nationality and clamoured 
first of all for religious freedom and then for political independ- 
ence. The clamour was incoherent and badly articulated; it 
could hardly have been otherwise. With antecedents of oppres- 
sion by the Turks and enforced submission to them, national 
aspirations took the form of revolt against the master. As an 
organization, the comitadjis did not assume shape until the 
later years of the nineteenth century, and the shape was not 
much more than that of organized brigandage. The chief 
sufferers therefrom were the Christians themselves, for the only 
people who had goods to pillage were Christian shepherds and 
peasants. The conquering Turk did not work: he was the 
official brigand who merely took what he wanted. Resistance 
was dealt with by the tortuous methods in which the Turks of 
those days specialized, and by the bowstring. The Turks, it 
may be noted, did not start ‘ Bulgarian atrocities’ until they 
found the comitadjis poaching on their preserves. 

In the confusion of races in Macedonia the Bulgars predomi- 
nated; and Bulgaria constantly, though unofficially, supported 
the comitadjis. She always denied intervention, just as Rome 
and Berlin denied intervention in Spain at a later date; but 
Bulgaria’s backing of the brigandage of the comitadjis was 
persistent and outlasted the 1914-18 War itself. Like Austria, 
Bulgaria aspired to Salonika. That is why Germany courted 
Bulgaria so assiduously during the early months of the 1914-18 
War. It did not matter to Germany whether Austria or 
Bulgaria got Salonika. She had her planned ways and means 
of taking it from either. Meanwhile she herself had uses for 
the comitadjis, the operations of which were directed from 
Salonika, a Turkish port till 1912, and then Greek as the result 
of the Balkan War. 

There was, as Germany knew, much else besides brigandage 
in Macedonia that was directed from the headquarters of the 
comitadjis. Apart from an intellectual side, as anaemic as it 
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was academic, there was subterranean intrigue so powerful that 
out of it arose the Young Turk movement and the subsequent 
Balkan wars. But there were principally the sinister under- 
ground ramifications extending to the back doors of so many 
European Chanceries, where the chaffering at the Tradesmen’s 
Entrance often did more to decide whether men were to be sent 
to be mangled on the field of battle than the polite exchanges of 
ministers. Linked up with these activities of the comitadjis 
was something even more sinister: terrorism. That outlasted 
the comitadjis, whose activities to all intents and purposes 
ceased in 1923, after the Greek war against Turkey. The 
terrorists, however, remained and remain. It will probably 
never be established whether the men chosen to eliminate King 
Alexander of Jugoslavia at Marseilles were actually trained for 
the purpose within the territory of Hungary—the traditional 
foe of the Slav—as was alleged. There is no doubt that it 
seriously compromised Franco-Jugoslav relations and thus 
served the interests of Hungary and Germany. There is also 
no doubt that it was the oustachis or terrorist secret societies 
who were directly responsible for that murder. They might 
have done away with various other people, at the coronation of 
King George VI, had not the Paris police arrested a native of 
Dalmatia, Stephen Marusic, if not the chief, at any rate one of 
the leading members of the terrorist gang. 

During the 1914-18 War Greeks and Serbs stoutly denied 
ever having had any participation in the activities of the comit- 
adjis, of which the oustachis were an outgrowth and the main 
centres of which were Salonika and Sofia. Long before 1914, 
however, the multiple ramifications of those Balkan secret 
societies extended all over Central Europe. Local conditions 
were propitious for their operation, precisely as they were in 
1938. In each of the countries south of the Danube there was, 
as there is to-day, a host of unliquidated problems which could 
be worked up into acute crises with the greatest of ease: some 
measure held to be oppressive or offensive: a frontier incident, 


1 The list of suspects furnished by the Belgrade Police to their Paris 
confréres in 1937 when the Prince Regent of Jugoslavia passed through 
Paris, to and from King George VI’s coronation, contained nearly five- 
hundred names. 
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or a blow to nationalist prestige. All this tends to perpetuate 
the atmosphere of turmoil in which secret societies flourish and 
in which German agents provocateurs know how to stir up still 
more trouble. 

The parallel between 1914 and 1938 now becomes even more 
apparent. The chessboard was the same; the relative value of 
the pieces had changed, but the principal player remained in 
Berlin then as now. Germany in those days was reactionary. 
To-day it calls itself totalitarian. Then as now it was the 
greatest opponent of democratic movements on the European 
continent. The 1848 slogan holds good as it did when the only 
real democratic movement in Germany was stamped out and 
definitely crushed by the Military: ‘You can only fight 
democrats with soldiers.’ 

Like the Balkan governments—who were nationalist, but 
scarcely democratic in those days of 1914—the Dual Monarchy, 
which never even pretended to be democratic, adopted the 
tortuous policy of using secret societies and then suppressing 
them when they became too dangerous. They never elimi- 
nated them, because the secret societies, when things got too 
hot for them, acted after the manner of London night-clubs 
which have been magisterially ‘ struck off the register.’ They 
opened fresh premises under another name just round the 
corner, and sent out the customary advices to their members: 
Business as Usual. Their main business was terrorism. 

The police of Vienna and Belgrade followed the usual inter- 
national practice of exchanging intelligence about subterranean 
plots in each other’s territory, because though both countries 
used secret societies for their own political purposes, it did not 
fall in with their designs to have dynamite exploded under their 
seat of government. When therefore the Austro-Hungarian 
military authorities decided to hold the 1914 army manceuvres 
in the region of Serajevo—a centre of perfervid Slav nationalism 
only fifty miles from the Serbian frontier—the Belgrade police 
advised the Vienna authorities that the crop of terrorist plots 
was even thicker than usual. Direct advice was also sent to the 
Archduke, who was to be in charge of the manceuvres, that the 
climate of Serajevo was particularly unhealthy at the moment. 
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But there were interested parties in Vienna who saw to it that 
such advices should be pooh-poohed, though it was well-known 
that Serajevo, in the heart of ‘Old Serbia,’ was fanatically 
Slav. Meanwhile funds and arms were being supplied through 
Austria to the secret societies in Serbia. 

The little town of Serajevo! There would be crowds of people 
to see the Archduke: crowds in streets so narrow that a motor 
car could not turn in thern, and, strangest of all, there would be 
no adequate Austrian police precautions. With the stage thus 
set, it would be a miracle if something very unpleasant did not 
happen in Austrian territory to an archduke who had had the 
temerity to oppose a whim of the Hungarian magnates. And it 
would be another even greater miracle if the whole bloody 
affair when it was over could not be laid at the door of the Ser- 
bian government, just as in 1938 the Sudeten riots were laid at 
the door of the Prague government. That was the plan. It 
was quite simple and almost infallible, yet it nearly failed. 
It would have done so, had there not been criminal neglect to 
take even the most elementary precautions to protect the Arch- 
duke, after the first attempt on his life had failed. But Destiny 
was grimly persistent on that tragic afternoon. 

As the Archduke and his wife were on their way to the town 
hall in an open carriage, a printer, Cabrinovitch, hurled a bomb 
at them. They were unharmed by the explosion, but several 
people were injured, including two officers of their entourage. 

‘ Fine arrangements you have made for our reception!’ said 
the Archduke to the mayor in his most acid manner. 

He did not stay long at the town hall, but went to visit his 
wounded officers in hospital. On leaving, the Archduke and 
his wife entered their car to be driven to the palace. The car 
was making its way slowly through the narrow streets when a 
young Serb student, Garilo Prinzip, fired several revolver shots 
at them. One of the bullets hit the Archduke, severing the 
jugular vein; another mortally wounded the Duchess who had 
stood up in the car to shield her husband. 

Cabrinovitch, on his arrest, admitted that the bomb he had 
thrown had been given to him for that purpose by a secret 
society. He was the terrorist. Prinzip was merely a fanatical 
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consumptive youth. But the world takes more harm from 
fanatics, whether their name be Garilo Prinzip or Adolf Hitler, 
than from terrorists. 

The rather sententious comment of the Italian newspaper, 
Secolo, on the murder was that ‘ it is impossible to create loyalty 
artificially in a country which has been occupied by violence 
and against the law of nations.’ Unfortunately for Tripoli, 
Abyssinia and Spain—and perhaps for Italy herself—Italy had 
no Captain Cuttle to nail that sentiment to Italy’s political mast 
by adding, ‘ When found, make a note of.’ 

The Serajevo tragedy was a victory of German and Hungarian 
power policy. The methods employed were merely a variation 
of the provocations in Czechoslovakia in 1938. Serbia was 
as wedged in then by hostile or doubtfully neutral states as 
Czechoslovakia in 1938, and like the latter she blocked the 
German Drang nach Osten. All that remained was to stigma- 
tize the Serbian government as a band of assassins, just as in 
1938 President Benes was branded a liar by Adolf Hitler on 
September 12 and called a pimp in the official Nazi party 
organ, the Volkischer Beobachter, on September 17. Like 
Czechoslovakia, Serbia accepted all the demands made on her. 
Serbia merely asked for further elucidation on two points. The 
Kaiser’s own marginal comment on the Serb reply was: “This is 
more than could have been expected. A great moral success 
for Vienna. All reason for war now disappears.’ 

But the Hungarian party, backed by the German reaction- 
aries and the General Staff, was too far committed to allow any- 
thing to upset its set purpose. War was declared, with full 
German backing. The last word in Germany is always with 
the dominant caste, not with Kaisers or Fiihrers, who are merely 
loud speakers. 


CHAPTER XIV 
The German Economic Drive 


THE PAN-GERMAN HERITAGE 


On the economic side there is a subtle difference between the 
Pan-German aim and the Nazi policy. Pan-German economic 
aims were not fundamentally different, but they were much 
vaguer. The Nazi policy is essentially direct and relent- 
less. Perhaps the matter may be put this way: Pan-German 
ideals envisaged a Greater Military Germany with its own 
economic policy. Nazism conceives Greater Germany as an 
ever-growing economic unity with a forceful military policy of 
expansion. Moreover Nazi Germany pursues one aim at a 
time. It is not in the least concerned about colonies. That 
subject is only brought up from time to time as a blackmailing 
device with the double objective of distracting the attention of 
British politicians—an objective in which the Germans are 
remarkably successful—and of using the colonial claim as a 
lever by which Germany may get a freer hand in its Drang 
nach Osten. Nobody can accuse Hitler of having been incon- 
sistent. His is the remorseless logic of the fanatic. ‘ What we 
want,’ he wrote in Mein Kampf, ‘is to assure to the German 
people the territorial area which is the German people’s right in 
this world. We must recommence our fight where it was left off 
six hundred years ago. We stop our march to the South and 
West and we look to the East. We must have done with our 
pre-War colonial and commercial policy and go forward to 
conquer new territories.’ 

A few historical and geographical facts suffice to give the 
background to the economic aspect of the Drang nach Osten. 
German rivers flow to the North Sea or the Baltic, except those 
in the Bavarian plateau which are tributaries of the Danube. 
There are thus geographical-economic reasons for Germany’s 
drive to the Danube, more especially as the urge of race-wander- 
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ing is to the South and not to the North—to milder climates and 
richer soil. 

It is, however, important to note that Germany is not by any 
means the ‘ poor ’ country the Nazis so persistently claim she is, 
in order to justify their aggressive territorial ambitions. Ger- 
man agriculture in normal times has always suffered from the 
existence of the feudal system, and it has—quite apart from 
Four-Year Plans—primarily served industry: beet for sugar; 
sheep for wool and not for food, and so on. There is no real 
peasant stock, as there is in France, where in spite of changes 
people are attached to the land. Workers on the land are little 
better than agricultural labourers, as in England. Industrially 
German is a rich country, much more so than Great Britain. 
She owes much of her position to her own efforts, but a great 
deal to natural wealth, though on that score Nazi Germany is 
silent. 

Internal ‘ colonization ’ or land settlement always constituted 
a preoccupation for the rulers of Prussia and later of the Reich. 
What turns that question into a problem is that the distribution 
of land to form a rural population is difficult, owing to the power 
of the Prussian Junkers. Germans, therefore, spilled over the 
frontiers South and East, besides wandering overseas, so that 
the Pan-Germans were able to raise the cry, which Nazi Ger- 
many took up with such force, that millions of Germans were 
‘lost’ to the Fatherland. It may be remarked incidentally 
that Germans did not go to their own colonies, and in 1914 
there were more Germans in Paris than in all German colonies 
put together. 

The military aspects of Germany are well-known, but it is 
well to bear in mind in how short a time the German navy was 
built up from the very second-rate position it occupied in 1870. 
The motive was not to protect Germany’s overseas routes: that 
and the colonial expansion idea came later. The aim was to be 
a powerful rival to Great Britain, and in that purpose the same 
tenacity was displayed as in the Hohenzollern economic drive 
for world trade and the Nazi goal of autarchy. 

Nazi Germany claims that the German position in Europe is 
a special one giving her special rights. In itself that is no 
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argument, for every nation can claim that it occupies a special 
position. What is true is that Germany developed into a 
national unity in a very peculiar way, which may perhaps be 
conveniently summed up by saying that she came very late into 
the international field, as a dynamic national force in formation, 
while other nations had arrived by then at a more or less static 
period of national consolidation. It is Germany’s persistent 
attempt to upset that consolidation, which, as she sees it, leaves 
no scope for her dynamic development. That dynamic urge 
began in 1864 and has never stopped. Exactly half a century 
later, Germany thought the moment had come to decide the 
question once and for all, and in 1938 she thought she was again 
strong enough to put the question to an armed test. The 
various German régimes that have existed in that period have 
been nothing but momentary expressions of that national urge 
of expansion. A few historical notes will show that the move 
has been constant. 

Pomerania, Brandenburg and Schleswig are really Slav 
territories. They were more or less ‘ germanized ’ about 1130, 
and then again more thoroughly in 1250-1273 during the rise of 
the Hansa League—one of the many self-protective merchant 
guilds that arose at a time of feudal anarchy. It is not without 
interest to note in parenthesis that the Kulturkampf of German 
intolerance against Catholicism is much older than Bismarck: 
it began in 1212 under Frederick II who invoked the aid of 
Mussulmans against the Pope. 

Even as late as 1356 the German peoples had no collective 
national life, but economically they had prosperous periods by 
their predatory successes against the Slavs, more particularly in 
Brandenburg, and by the conquests of the Teutonic Order of 
Knights in the region between the Vistula and the Niemen. It 
was as the result of these conflicts with Slavs that the Germanic 
states of Austria and Prussia were to arise, though the poli 
tical status of the rest of the German peoples was until 1871 to 
be merely that of a collection of petty rival kingdoms and prin- 
cipalities. Eventually, with the extinction of the House of 
Luxemburg, a period of anarchy was to end by the domination 
of the Habsburgs in Central Europe. German expansion 
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towards the north-east had ceased, but Germans still menaced 
the Poles, while the Turks in the south were a constant thorn in 
the side of Austria. The Scandinavians had been rivals of 
German maritime progress and their merchant vessels had 
ousted the Hansa fleets. In addition, Germans had derived no 
advantage from the discovery of the New World which opened 
up such vast horizons to other European peoples. Both cultur- 
ally and economically the Renaissance had passed over Germany 
without affecting German life directly. Luther had stabilized 
feudalism instead, so that German political expansion was to be 
retarded till the end of the nineteenth century and, as a con- 
sequence, retard the civilized progress of Europe in the 
twentieth century by war and the menace of war, by which 
Germany hoped to make good her delay. 

There was a complete lack of political cohesion among 
German peoples and states, and these conditions lasted through 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, owing to the petty 
feudal conditions of the country. Eventually the League of 
Rhine princes became Mazarin’s allies against the Habsburgs, 
and the rivalry of North’ and South Germanic peoples was 
evident. That was the basic fact underlying all the dynastic 
confusion of German states, whose only political bond was a 
Diet which most Germans regarded with as little respect as the 
Nazis regard the Reichstag. | The kings of Denmark and 
Sweden were members of it, and the international confusion 
became even worse confounded when the Elector of Saxony 
became king of Poland in 1697, and the Elector of Hanover 
king of England in 1714. But the battle between North and 
South Germanic peoples was now engaged. It had had its 
dawn in the fourteenth century, and that is what Hitler meant 
when he wrote in Mein Kampf that the German people must go 
back six centuries and start again. The German peoples had 
to be re-founded. Prussia’s work had been but half-done: the 
Nazis were to complete it. By the time England had been 
blessed with her first German king, Prussia, which had become 
a kingdom in 1700 after a series of successful predatory wars, 
was the dominating state in Germany, and it is a curious reflec- 
tion that it was to France that Prussia owed her success; for, 
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jealous of Austria—whose power in Europe was, however, far 
more traditional than real—France backed Prussia against 
Austria, especially in the time of Frederick the Great. In 
Richelieu’s case the French policy was justified, and in Mazarin’s 
justifiable. In Louis XIV’s case it was stupid, and in Napo- 
leon’s an unpardonable lack of vision. However, as it is not 
men who shape the destiny of nations, all that is no doubt of 
very little importance. 

In considering the Drang nach Osten, it is in any case of 
interest to note that although Austria was titular head of the 
Germanic states in 1785, she was then no longer in a position to 
make good any of her claims in Germany proper. As head of 
the Holy Roman Germanic Empire she was a mere figurehead, 
and the Habsburgs ruled in the territories south of the Danube, 
only as feudal magnates. In its modern sense the Drang may 
be said to have started in the seventeenth century when Austria 
repulsed the Turks who had overrun the Balkan peninsula and 
reached Vienna, thereafter celebrated for its ‘ crescent’ rolls. 
That Drang was pushed furthest at the Treaty of Passarovitz in 
1718; it was halted by the Treaty of Belgrade in 1739, but it 
was never abandoned as an objective. When the 1914-18 War 
broke out, Austria had for years been pushing into Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and had spread her tentacles all over the Balkans. 
She moved, however, in a cumbrous, old-fashioned, diplomatic 
manner. The live partner in the concern was Germany with 
her mania for decisive action, whereby men, trying in vain to 
dominate events, prepare wars. Germany had by then dug 
herself well in, south of the Danube: she was already one of the 
best markets for the products of the Balkan nations and one of 
their principal suppliers of manufactured goods. 

The Place-in-the-Sun policy of Hohenzollern Germany 
contributed to keep the economic temperature at fever-heat, 
while to vast and increasing military expenditure had been ad- 
ded the costly naval programme. These two factors, fiscal and 
political, had combined to produce a state of economic difficulty 
which by 1914 had become well-night insoluble, unless German 
rulers called a halt to militarism. But even if the directors of 
German policy had been disposed to do so, such a course would 
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have been almost impossible without causing an internal 
upheaval which might have left Germany dismembered once 
more, or would almost more certainly have reduced her to the 
Position of a second-class power. ‘To maintain the pace of 
economic progress, nationalist sentiment had been kept at a 
dangerous pitch of enthusiasm. It was represented as part of 
the Bismarck tradition that all scientific and artistic develop- 
ment, as well as industrial effort, should be exclusively directed 
to making Germany overwhelmingly strong in a military sense. 
Bismarck himself would have disowned much of that policy, 
though perhaps not all of it. He would certainly not have 
countenanced over-trading. Himself the most astute political 
trader in Europe, he would never have embarked on the un- 
charted waters of political over-trading. No man was better 
aware that a man’s ‘ reach must exceed his grasp.’ Hitler, in 
spite of his successes in over-playing his hand, and indeed be- 
cause of them, may one day find himself buried beneath a heap 
of Nazi ruins, 

But since Bismarck’s time German rulers have always treated 
foreign politics as a game of poker, and in the first decade of this 
century German policy was to engage all her resources, economic 
as well as military, in one wild gamble. By 1914 the strain was 
threatening to snap on the economic side; but, as in 1938, 
Germany was prepared that it should. That weakness was to 
be made good by the threat or, if need be, the employment of 
her military power. If that failed? That was a possibility 
which no German, from the Chief of the General Staff down- 
wards, had ever envisaged. In 1914, even the most sincere 
German opponents of German militarism had barely imagined 
that contingency. Their opposition to excessive militarism 
arose from a bitter knowledge of what was meant by the sacrifice 
of the individual to a Moloch state. They foresaw, too, the 
dangers and horrors that war would entail; but they never even 
contemplated a military débécle On the contrary, they feared 
that Germany would be so overwhelmingly successful that the 
enslavement of the German to the military machine would be 
more complete than ever. 

As for the business men of Hohenzollern Germany, their 
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answer to their own scarcely formulated doubt, ‘ Suppose we 
don’t win?’ was ‘ But we must win.’ Business men of Nazi 
Germany are convinced that they actually did win the 1914-18 
War, and that it was only political betrayal in the rear which 
robbed Germany of the fruits of German victories. The ‘ must 
win’ mentality leads all classes of Germans to interpret victory 
in terms of battles, not of war. It is an aberration of the ‘ Will 
to Victory.’ 

Ata reception at Bale early in 1915, the hostess, a Swiss lady, 
said she wanted to introduce me to a German lady who was 
there. 

‘T shall be delighted,’ I said, ‘ but I hope she will not want 
to talk about the War.’ 

‘I’m sure you'll get over that difficulty,’ said my hostess. 

‘ T’'ll do my best,’ I replied doubtfully. 

But it was as I had feared. The German lady was charming, 
and I took pains to talk on any subject but the War. Presently 
she told me she had four brothers, two of whom were on the 
Western front. One was a prisoner in Russia, and the fourth 
interned in England. Then came the inevitable question. 

“ Of course we shall win the War. You agree, don’t you?’ 

‘Well, I hope not.’ 

“Yes, of course, you are English. But we must win !’ 

“We all hope to.’ 

‘Ah yes: but our case is different. We have right and 
justice on our side. You agree that our cause is the just one, 
don’t you?’ 

‘We all think that of our own cause.’ 

‘Oh, but that’s impossible. The German cause is the just 
cause. In any case our military power is supreme. We have 
won every battle in the War.’ 

‘ Even so, it remains to be seen who will win the War.’ 

‘We must!’ 

That charming Gernnan lady only expressed what every 
German felt. Nathan the Wise was wiser! Kein Mensch muss 
miissen. So obsessed, however, were Germany’s leaders by 
that orientally fatalistic ‘ must’ that they had nothing to fall 
back on in case of a defeat in arms. Ever since the easy victory 
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of 1870 they had scored success after success by the threat of 
war and the rattling of arms. Like subsequent German leaders, 
they had been able to bring home trophies enough to keep at 
fever pitch the enthusiasm of the German people for the efficacy 
of the military machine. The ‘ average business man’ had 
become as bellicose as the most fiery Pan-German. At the 
time of the Agadir crisis it was quite common to hear hard- 
headed, and, as one would have expected, peace-loving mer- 
chants and manufacturers in South Germany—normally not 
enamoured of Prussian methods—saying to each other: ‘ Why 
does Berlin waste time in conferences? Our military machine 
costs us enough. Why don’t we use it?’ 


Autarky is the doctrine of ‘ impersonal capitalism,’ in the 
perfection of which Germany has been engaged for nearly one 
hundred and fifty years. The word is new, but the economic 
policy of Frederick William I of Prussia was directed towards 
keeping all the foreign goods he could out of Prussia. On the 
personal side, the subjection of the individual to the State in 
business matters has been perfected by Dr. Schacht to the point 
that German industry is now to all intents completely national- 
ized. But the germs of the idea were present in Hohenzollern 
Germany, and Germans thought it rather a compliment than 
otherwise if foreigners spoke of them as an ‘ unfree’ people 
economically. Their reply was that they had learnt better than 
the foreigner how to carry on their work on a common plan and 
toa common rhythm. That was perfectly true, and indeed it 
goes some way to explain why there was such grave economic 
upset in Germany after 1918, when the strong directing hand of 
government was withdrawn and individuals were thrown on 
their own resources. Even in trade unionism it was the same, 
and Germans flattered themselves that their unions were 
a far saner development of the old English type, because 
there were greater coherence and discipline in the German 
unions. 

In any case the economists of Hohenzollern Germany 
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thought it quite natural that the idea of a super-personal econ- 
omic leadership of industry, controlling production, workers 
and the sale and consumption of products, should eventually be 
developed and become the normal order of things. Indeed 
Nazi leadership in that direction was precisely what German 
industry had been waiting for. It was a logical sequence of 
Hohenzollern thought. The idea was that Germany’s ‘ epoch” 
had dawned at the moment when, in 1914, British ‘ personal 
capitalism ’ had reached its pinnacle and was already starting on 
the downward grade. The names that used to be quoted as 
having educated Germany for her new epoch were Frederick 
the Great, Kant, Scharnhorst, Siemens, Krupp, Bismarck, 
Bebel, Kirdorf and—Ballin! With such educators it was 
‘inevitable that Germany would dominate the world,’ and 
not least in the economic sphere. 

The new German economic system was to be forced on the 
peoples of Central Europe, and a military defensive alliance 
would grow into a genuine economic partnership. Thus a 
united economic group was to be developed in the Danube 
regions, cutting across all political and constitutional bound- 
aries. That was not any wild Pan-German dream: it was a 
project in process of methodical planning in the early 1900's. 
It was the March to the East in quick-step time: the Balkans 
and Baghdad—the Pan-German dream which now haunts 
Europe’s sleepless nights. But Dr. Schacht is no dreamer, and 
he was sufficiently matter of fact when he declared on March 21, 
1938, after the annexation of Austria: ‘ The road to the East is 
once more free for us, and we do not admit that in the future this 
road shall ever again be closed to us.’ That is the economic 
version of the poet’s vision: ‘ His Fatherland must bigger be!’ 

Capitalism as a problem was discovered in Germany by 
Marx, but the capitalists were too strong for Marxism. They 
thought they were too strong for Nazism too, but they ended 
by making an alliance with it, because the Nazis were too clever 
forthem. To steer his barque between the Scylla of capitalism 
and the Charybdis of his own social doctrine, Hitler revived an 
old idea and entrusted Dr. Schacht with the task, which the 
latter has fulfilled with audacious cleverness, of distinguishing 
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between raffendes Kapital and schaffendes Kapital—profiteer- 
ing capital and creative capital. That distinction was necessary 
because the original Nazi Party programme on its social side 
was never anything else than a naive and more sanguinary form 
of communism. In documents seized by the Prussian police in 
1930, the Party’s economic programme was set forth with much 
more precision than in the vague philosophizing of Mein Kampf. 
It was: the expropriation of the rich, and the distribution of 
lands from which the landowners were to be evicted. This 
part of the programme was not carried out, because first of all 
the rich classes and the landowners were too strong for Hitler, 
and then because it subsequently fitted in better with Hitler’s 
eventual conception of himself as a divinely inspired leader, 
owing nothing to the common people, to leave the people in 
their lowly station of life and to make allies of their oppressors. 
The next part of the programme was planned massacres, some 
of which were performed with Teuton thoroughness. Then 
came persecution, outlawry or imprisonment for Jews and all 
enemies or suspected enemies of the Party. On that part of the 
Nazi programme it is not necessary to comment, except perhaps 
to note that certain Jewish banking elements, held to be useful 
to Germany, escaped the rigour of the anti-Semitic drive. 
Finally, there was to be State control of everything, a project 
which has been inexorably worked out, and not least in the 
economic field. 

Paradoxical though it might seem, Germany was in fact the 
first of the warring nations who, after 1918, succeeded in setting 
up a new economic equilibrium. That is of course a tribute to 
German vitality. It also shows the advantage of laying waste the 
lands of others, and of crying Kamerad! the moment the 
invasion of one’s own untouched territory is threatened. After 
1918, Germany’s economic potential was intact; indeed in 
many respects it was strengthened. Her fields and factories 
had not been violated by her enemies, except for a very brief 
period in East Prussia, her poorest economic region. At 
astuteness Germans can give lessons to the world, more especi- 
ally as the quality of ruse is concealed under a rough and gruff 
exterior, or else by the plaintive cry of being a sadly misunder- 
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stood victim, whichever best answers the purpose of the 
moment. The defeatist Mark of 1923 was itself merely the end 
of a clever game by which Germany had bled those foreigners 
who had trusted her. When defeated Germany plunged into 
the wild speculation which led to currency inflation, she was 
faithfully following the precedent set by victorious Germany in 
1871—the Griinderzeit, as it was called— when everybody, from 
Bismarck to Holstein and downwards, indulged in the grossest 
speculation. 

What then were the conditions of Germany, social and econ- 
omic, within only five years after the Treaty of Versailles? Her 
financial conditions on account of war reparations were, it was 
believed, lamentable, so bad in fact that her economic recovery 
was impossible and her weakness in that respect a positive 
danger to Europe, beside being an injustice. Underfed women 
and children? No doubt, but malnutrition is not unknown in 
the British Isles even to-day! So vividly has the black side of 
that German picture been portrayed, that it may be well to 
remember one or two facts, not so much for the purpose of 
contesting the truth of all that was written of ‘ martyred Ger- 
many,’ but to show that, long before the Nazis came to power, 
German social and economic conditions could compare favour- 
ably with those obtaining in the ‘ victorious ’ countries. 

Slum clearance had been vigorously undertaken on borrowed 
money, mostly from abroad. Furthermore, there was a 
tremendous campaign in favour of the production of more 
children. Those were two of the less outstanding aspects of 
Germany during the years after 1919, long before Germans had 
heard the voice of the future Fihrer. 

In every village school, as well as in the high schools and 
universities, the doctrine of the superiority of Germany was 
kept actively alive. ‘ German arms had not been vanquished, 
but the German Army had been stabbed in the back by detest- 
able revolutionaries.’ The Kaiser, the All Highest War Lord, 
was ‘a martyr’ whom the German taxpayer was called upon to 
make the richest German in the world. There was plenty of 
money for that. 

On the immense landed estates, the Rittergiiter, no less than 
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on the lesser properties, German agricultural labourers were 
distinctly hostile to the so-called revolutionary ideas pro- 
pagated in German towns; while in these, revolution was with- 
out political aim and was merely the revolt of a discontented 
proletariat. 

In his ‘ post-war’ reading the German was curiously objec- 
tive. It was scientific works he read, not romance. The 
Englishman seeks escape from the hard facts of life in novels or 
detective stories. There he can be as mystic as he likes. The 
German reserves his mysticism for his political life. The 
English novelist can so juggle with his figures as to make them 
appear to be a reflection of real life, precisely when their actions 
are most unreal, and the reader accepts with pleasure the 
impossible as a romantic reality. The German wants facts in 
his reading. His romantic credulity has to be saved up for the 
impossible truths of his everyday life. On that point the 
Nazis are good judges of German psychology. ‘ The greater 
the lie, the greater the credulity.’ 

The great German cry, uttered in every tone calculated to 
wring the withers of the people of Great Britain and the United 
States, was poverty; and that is one of the main arguments put 
forward by Hitler and all the Nazi leaders to justify their claim 
for more and more room in the world. Germany, we are told, 
is a poor country: she has not been blessed with wealth like the 
bloated democracies. Nevertheless, to take but one instance, 
the Ruhr basin is the richest and most productive of its kind in 
the world. Its production alone, in Hohenzollern Germany, 
would have sufficed to make Germany a wealthy economic 
entity. But the German cry is eternally for more. Germany 
is like the unsatisfied maiden in the old German song, to whom 
her lover sings ironically, ‘My darling, what more do you 
want?’ In the five years after Versailles, Germany built 
enough model towns and garden cities to gratify the wishes of 
all the British municipal reformers put together. And that was 
only one aspect of her economic strength. 

At home and abroad her industries were active. She built 
giant power stations, electric tramway systems and a whole 
series of similar enterprises in China, where there was not a 
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town of any size in which Hugo Stinnes and other German 
industrial magnates were not represented. In Russia it was 
the same, and ninety per cent. of the commercial representatives 
of foreign firms there were German. In the Danube regions 
too, German agents, mostly Jewish, were helping Germany to 
recover her ‘ pre-war’ position far quicker than any other 
nation. 

All German shipyards in those years were working at high 
pressure, building up again the German merchant marine 
which Great Britain had insisted should be stripped of the 
bulk of its 1913 tonnage. That had meant a reduction from 
five million tons to less than 600,000 tons. Germany’s reply 
was to go in for mass production of the latest models available. 
Moreover, as her labour was paid in depreciated marks, she 
could construct far more cheaply than her rivals. Meanwhile 
freights were charged in pounds and dollars. Cuno expressed 
the German view of the matter when he said in a speech to the 
Breslau Chamber of Commerce: ‘The German tonnage 
delivered to the Entente has caused a plethora of tonnage 
abroad, and that excess weighs heavily on freight rates. On the 
other hand, German shipyards are working full-out.’ 

Germany’s political propaganda too was working hard, hand 
in hand with her commercial propaganda. The Nazis when 
they came to power merely centralized in their Party all the 
magnificent efforts already in existence in this direction. The 
Fichte-Bund has been referred to in an earlier chapter, but 
there were many other directions in which activity was equally 
great. In the summer of 1922 there was a series of German 
Fairs, competitions, sports and contests of all kinds, as well as 
German Weeks held in almost every country in the world. In 
Hamburg there was an Overseas Week, for which over one 
million invitations were issued. The declared object of the 
Week was ‘ to make known to all that Germany is regaining her 
place in the world, that her mercantile marine has been born 
again, and that German exportation is once more spreading 
overseas in every country in the world.’ 

The ‘ superior merits ’ of German culture were also belauded 
in thousands of pamphlets distributed abroad. Visitors to 
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Hamburg were likewise reminded that Germany headed the 
civilized world in the production of Jiterature. Her output, it 
was stated, was 32,000 works a year, against 12,000 in England, 
8,500 in the United States and 6,400 in France. The Japanese, 
of whom Hamburg is always full, were flattered by appearing 
first in the list with as many as 36,000 publications a year. The 
Berlin-Tokio axis was already in course of preparation. 

Before the 1914-18 War we were told that German socialists 
were strong enough to stop any war, to which some of us used to 
reply that they were not likely to try and do anything of the 
sort, for two reasons: they were all military-trained and far too 
well disciplined to do anything but obey military orders; and 
the Socialist Party had for many years obediently voted for 
constantly increasing military expenditure. Nor was there 
ever anything serious to be feared in Germany on the industrial 
side from the Socialists, or indeed from the unemployed after 
1919. There were at one time all the elements for a change in 
the social system, but the Socialist leaders had never got as far 
as working out what that change should be. They were filled 
with a vague mysticism, not with Marxism. They were ripe 
for change when they helped swell the votes that put Hitler in 
power, and they were perfectly happy to accept the change 
which was no change at all, but a tightening of the discipline 
under which they worked. 

German socialists have indeed always been proud of the 
industrial magnates whom they served, and that was so in the 
‘ post-war’ period too. Hugo Stinnes, for example, was the 
idol of the working classes who saw in him ‘the successful 
German,’ worth half a dozen Fords or Rockefellers. The 
German kartel system had been well-established before 1914, 
but the ‘post war’ years produced something new: the 
Konzern, which were largely the work of Hugo Stinnes. 
American trusts are the science of pooling common interests to 
the detriment of the public. German kartels are like so many 
of the monopolies which exist in England, but of which the 
British public seems unaware. They are the federative system 
applied to the industrial field for the better exploitation of the 
consumer. Stinnes’ Konzern were different from either, 


186 Germany Rampant 


They were a vertical economic erection, a variation of Fordism, 
growing in height by the addition to a master industry of every 
subsidiary. , 

It was the Stinnes Konzern that Dr. Schacht took for his 
model for building up the general economic system for Germany 
known as Autarky. The height is fantastic, because by the 
nature of things a no-other-party system must eventually 
attach to itself every single activity in the State—political. 
economic, financial and social. The latest addition is Hitler 
Art, and so the Party beanstalk goes on growing. Krupp and 
Thyssen imitated Stinnes to some extent, but their foundations 
were older, deeper and wider. The Stinnes Konzern beanstalk 
swayed, bent and crashed at the first adverse breeze. The Nazi 
beanstalk is composed of stronger elements, because the whole 
of Germany is conscripted to strengthen it. It has resisted 
several squalls, but it is always possible that it might not stand 
up to a gale of wind. 

The wreckers of the Weimar Republic were the big German 
industrial magnates. The very word Demokrat has always 
been a nightmare to them, for shipowners do not die million- 
aires and industrialists do not live like princes under any really 
democratic régime. That aversion from anything that savours 
of democracy is of course not limited to Germany. It is com- 
mon to every country in which a social hierarchy exists; but in 
Germany at least, class distinctions have not been able and have 
indeed never attempted to hide behind the political label of 
democracy, as in some other countries. It is true that the 
German industrial and landed magnates nearly fell out of the 
Weimar frying pan into the communist fire. That they did not 
do so was due to their ally, the armed forces, for it is the Military 
which is the strongest component part at the base of the whole 
German economic structure. 

If the Army breaks or even bends in any social tempest, then 
the whole of the German vertical structure must be carried 
away. In other countries of the size and political-economic 
importance of Germany the Army forms no essential part in the 
social structure. In Germany it is the vital part. For that 
very reason it is perhaps misleading to apply the term ‘ militar- 
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ist’ to Germany. Militarism implies something imposed on a 
nation from without, either as a force to contain subversive 
elements, or as a dictatorial element suppressing other parties in 
the state. That is not the case in Germany. The Military 
occupied the key position in Prussia from the days of Frederick 
the Great’s father, and that tradition was perpetuated in the 
German Empire which Bismarck founded. So essential is the 
Army’s function within ‘the State, that the German Army is 
taboo in the sense in which, under the British conception, the 
king can do no wrong. Apropos of the Zabern affair in 1913 
where a German lieutenant had reviled Alsatian recruits, in- 
sulted the French flag, and a few days later wounded an inoffen- 
sive cobbler, the Berlin paper, Die Post, wrote: ‘ German 
officers are the representatives of our national honour. Who- 
soever offends a German officer does not outrage any ordinary 
citizen. He besmirches the Kaiser’s coat with mud.’ The 
German Army has thus the double function of being at one and 
the same time the essential organ of the body politic, and the 
witch-doctor for the cure of the country’s woes, in the creation 
of which it is to large extent, but byno means wholly, responsible. 


From the British point of view, the most striking difference 
between Germany economy before 1914 and after 1919 is that 
the Hohenzollern economic drive was made possible by the aid 
of British financiers, while the Nazi economy has been built up 
in spite of their contempt. In 1919 the German industrialists 
perceived very clearly that they could no longer finance their 
export trade as they had done in pre-war days, because the 
basis on which their own banks worked was no longer available. 
That basis was London. It was with London finance as its 
base that Germany had been able to build up its world trade in 
Hohenzollern days. It was London that sent the life-blood 
pulsating through the arteries of the German economic body. 
As a London commercial house put it, on a banner hung out to 
greet the Kaiser when he came to London on one occasion, 
‘ Blood is thicker than water ’—a sentiment to which Wilhelm 
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II did not fail to make a touching allusion when he was enter- 
tained later in the day at the Guildhall. 

Not only had Hohenzollern Germany deliberately over- 
traded with the friendly connivance of London financiers, but 
she had done so to the detriment of the British trader, whose 
plight left Lombard Street unmoved. The state of British 
trade and the fate of Britain itself were of merely relative 
importance to gentlemen among whom were not a few whose 
English, when it was not broken, was barely broken in. They 
themselves created nothing. British enterprise and British 
labour created vast capital values which the financiers were 
expert in manipulating into what is termed credit, but they did 
not for that reason admit that British enterprise and labour 
which had created the credit had any greater claim thereon than 
any foreigner who wished to make use of it. According to 
orthodox financial precept, money carried no label, and credit 
was international, only to be handled on international lines. 
What these City financiers dealt in was not British trade-values, 
but what they called high finance. Indeed it looked remark- 
ably like a Comintern of international finance. London credit 
facilities were entirely at the disposal of German banks, and 
with them the latter were able in turn to equip German manu- 
facturers and merchants to oust their British rivals from the 
world’s markets. 

By means of a complicated system of drawbacks, worthy of 
the ingenuity of the school in which Dr. Schacht was trained, 
the German government already facilitated cheap transport on 
railways and reduced ocean freights for all German goods for 
export. That, however, was as nothing compared with the 
advantages accruing to German export trade from the credits 
placed at its disposal by London. For a variety of reasons, 
German industrialists produced on the whole cheaper than their 
British rivals, but by no means always. Moreover in the 
matter of quality British manufacturers usually beat the Ger- 
mans. From the factory door therefore, although British goods 
started with a handicap, the handicap was not sufficient to give 
the Germans a walk-over. It was in the credits they could 
offer to their prospective customers that the Germans had the 
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great pull over the British. The process was for German 
branch-banks abroad to negotiate long-term bills drawn by 
German representatives there, or by the industrialist in Ger- 
many, on overseas buyers. The discounts charged were high 
in the first instance, sometimes as much as ten per cent. These 
bills then went on a profitable pilgrimage of gradually dwindling 
re-discounts to the banks in Germany and fetched up in one of 
the ‘Big Three’ German banking institutions. These in turn 
deducted their discount and endorsed the bills. They then 
passed them on to kind financiers in London who bought them. 
Months afterwards the bills, on due date, did the return journey, 
and the buyer of the goods paid. That German commercial 
transaction had thus been done with money found in London— 
money not directly available, be it noted, to the British trader, 
who might have wished to sell his goods to that overseas buyer 
in competition with his German rival. British traders had no 
direct access to the manipulators of high finance, and in vain 
British merchants strove to hold their own abroad by offering 
goods for ‘ cash against documents,’ or on terms which were a 
close approximation to cash. 

Thus was the great German overseas trade drive made pos- 
sible. To say that London built up German economy is no 
over-statement: in many respects indeed it is an under-state- 
ment. The proof is that the whole system, interrupted in 
1914-18, broke down completely directly the War was over. 
Yet Germany’s economic potential was no less high, in relation 
to the economic situation of other countries, after the War than 
before it. Germany was, it is true, subjected to payment of 
certain war indemnities, but that had happened to other 
countries at the end of other wars, and indemnities had not put 
them out of business. Lost wars impose sacrifices which 
defeated nations have to make in order to rehabilitate them- 
selves. Germany’s case was different only in this respect, that 
she has always been a bad payer. 

Even the few aspects of Germany’s economic position to 
which reference was made at the beginning of this chapter are 
sufficient to show how high was Germany’s economic potential 
directly after 1918. She had not been invaded. All her 
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economic wealth was intact. On the other hand she had 
deliberately sabotaged the whole of Northern France with the 
express purpose of eliminating a competitor. She did not act 
in that manner in Belgium, because that was a country she had 
intended to annex. Only one thing was lacking in German 
economy. It was that without London, Germany was a 
country with no capital. She had no real money of universal 
currency and of international acceptance. She had never built 
up any capital reserves at all commensurate with her trade. Her 
small gold deposits had been locked away in a fortress at 
Spandau for use by the Army when it should be decided to 
declare war. She had created no international credit of her 
own—credit which is money. Why should she ? London was 
her banker, and a very charming one, who never refused to 
come forward with money, provided the Reichsbank or one of 
the three central banks in Germany presented a bill for discount 
with their endorsement. 

Therefore, it may be argued, Germany was credit-worthy. 
The answer is that she was not credit-worthy even economically, 
much less in the strict sense of financial credit-worthiness. She 
was a flagrant over-trader doing an immense business without 
adequate capital. British banks never tolerated that British 
trade and industry should develop on those lines. They said it 
was unorthodox. In fact those British merchants who applied 
to British banks abroad for facilities similar to those granted to 
German traders by German banks were shown the door. No 
doubt branch managers of British banks abroad were not to 
blame because London financiers discounted German bills for 
long term-business. Yet because those bills arrived in London 
with a number of German bank endorsements, the City made 
an exception in the benefit of German trade. Why? 

The City of London was convinced of two things: one of 
them a solid fact, and the other a fallacy based on the fact, but 
ipso facto contradicted by it. It was convinced that the 
German Army was the binding force of the whole German 
structure, political and economic. It had ample information 
on which to base its conviction. The City never lacks for 
information. It sometimes lacks judgment, and it usually 
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lacks imagination in the appreciation of real values. Nothing 
has any value for it, unless it can be expressed in the terms of a 
simple equation. In the case of Germany its reasoning was 
that the German Army was a solid, almost brutally solid fact. 
That Army was the absolute guarantee that social-political 
unrest, so disturbing to simple-equationists, could not thrive 
in Hohenzollern Germany: it was therefore, and this was 
important, a guarantee of that long-term social stability which 
justified long-term credits. Under such conditions the steady 
and ever-growing stream of German bank bills arriving in 
London, with their multi-German bank endorsements, were in 
the eyes of London discount banks nothing less than official 
promises of payment. As often as not, the bills bore the august 
endorsement of the Reichsbank itself, but in any case they were 
considered as being backed by the German government and, 
more particularly, by the German Army. When those bills fell 
due, the Germans drew fresh ones to meet them if the cash in 
hand was not there. Thus the outstanding bills began to grow 
bigger and bigger, snowball-fashion. 

If that was the way Germany chose to do its trade, said the 
City, so much the worse for the British trader and so much the 
better for the German industrialist. So much better too for 
London discount houses: the more bills, the more profits, as 
long as that highly efficient German Army formed, as it did, an 
integral part of the German State. The arrangement was an 
excellent one for the German trader, and a gold mine for the 
international gentlemen in London. Indeed so golden was the 
business that London financiers began to think it was the 
Golden Legend come true, and they indulged in a whimsy, for 
financiers are whimsical folk talking a language of their own—a 
sort of rhyming slang. They innagined, even when in 1913-14 
the stream of German bills coming in to London had begun to 
assume the proportions of a torrent, that Germany would never 
go to war. ‘ Why should she?’ they asked dreamily. ‘ Were 
not London financiers offering her every encouragement to 
over-trade to her heart’s content? German workers were the 
most disciplined body of the world’s workers; German traders 
were more clever and more hardworking than any of their trade 
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rivals; and German industrialists were the most colossal econo- 
mic force in Europe.’ ‘ My darling,’ crooned London financiers 
in the words of the old German song, ‘ what more do you want?’ 
Indeed there was nothing wanting, except the fact that Germany 
was not by any means so economically credit-worthy as the City 
thought it was. 

The City had worked out the little German equation quite 
correctly, but it forgot it was a conditional equation. And that 
induced the fallacy. The City was convinced, because every- 
thing in the German garden looked so lovely, that Germany 
would never go to war. Many people with less information in 
their possession, but not bemused with the equational calcula- 
tions of the City, asked themselves one simple question : Does 
a country in times of piping peace build up a costly war 
machine, if it does not intend to use it? And they answered No. 
If they asked that question aloud, they were told—as they were 
told any time after 1934—that they were scare-mongers, and 
influential circles in the City protested that such talk depressed 
the share market, while many members of the British Govern- 
ment reproachfully murmured ‘ Hush!’ However, the war duly 
came—it is a way wars have—and the City financiers found 
that the Golden Legend was only a legend after all. 

In its profitable delusions about Hohenzollern Germany the 
City’s maxim was that it lived by trusting others—if they were 
Germans. If, however, Germany had been really credit- 
worthy, she would have been able, after 1919, to raise money in 
the usual way to finance her industries. But her internal credit 
was non-existent: it had never existed; and the City would no 
longer fulfil the function of bill-discounter for a Germany with 
no Army to hold her economically upright. In Germany itself 
there was neither credit nor working capital. She had never 
had the latter, and the credit she had formerly had from London 
was not based on her credit-worthiness, but on her armed force. 
It was theréfore decided that the Allies would get payments due 
to them by the simple expedient of lending their own money to 
Germany, for the latter to pay them back out of it. There the 
City of course took a hand, for there was no risk attaching 
to the financial intermediaries. Successful financiers never 
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risk theirown money. ‘ Les affaires, c’est l’argent des autres.’ 

With the money thus lent Gerrnany repaid something of what 
she owed for reparations, but the bulk of it went to the building 
of more garden cities, new industrial towns and other capital 
expenses which less lucky industrialists in England and other 
countries, who thought they had won the War, were not in a 
position to incur. The German economic structure therefore 
became, in that very important respect, much stronger than that 
of any other country. Meanwhile Germany concentrated all 
her propaganda on bewailing from the house-tops that she was 
not only poverty stricken, but a poor, helpless, downtrodden 
and misunderstood victim. In fairness, it must be stated that 
the psychological atmosphere in Germany was one of black 
despair—the despair not of a people which had suffered a 
military defeat, for that was never admitted, but of defeatism. 
The morale was thoroughly bad, as was to be expected with the 
antecedents, philosophical and historical, of the German 
people. There was only one policy for European statesmen at 
the time, but none of them, except M. Briand, seemed to see it. 
It was to collaborate in raising the morale of the German 
people, while at the same time taking every precaution that 
Germany never again became a military power, for it should 
have been sufficiently obvious that Germany as a military power 
is always a menace to the peace of the world. 

It is easy to be wise after events, so that perhaps the reader 
will forgive me if, in support of my views on the German situa- 
tion before Hitler came to power, I quote from an article I wrote 
in June 1932: The Germans, Il said, never for one moment 
counted on paying for the war they let loose and were therefore 
in a desperate mood. ‘It is to this mood of desperation that 
we must attribute the rapid strides made not only by fascism, 
but also by communism in Germany. Extremes meet. The 
common plank in both “platforms” is that Germany shall not 
pay. It is a disheartening commentary on the sagacity of 
political leadership in Europe and the United States that this 
situation was not foreseen, or at least squarely faced when it 
first arose. . . . Statesmen apparently have no horizon beyond 
Wall Street and Lombard Street, and but few interests outside 
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the polling booths. They have been “‘ crying peace where no 
peace was,”’ and unless a miracle happens there is going to be the 
rudest of awakenings. 

‘ Even at this eleventh hour, something might just possibly be 
achieved by frankness on the part of the governments of Great 
Britain, France and the United States in explaining the situa- 
tion to their nationals, fearlessly facing the tremendous issues 
involved, and making a really honest and determined effort to 
come to some agreement with Germany while the august figure 
of Hindenburg still carries weight with his fellow-countrymen, 
and while there are still some moderate elements left to influence 
German public opinion. For it must not be forgotten that, 
though Hindenburg has been re-elected President, the balance 
of political power has shifted to the Hitlerites. 

‘A French paper not very long ago described the Germans as 
a “people without hope.” We cannot expect a satisfactory 
settlement of European problems, if we have to deal with a 
desperate people. The National Socialists have adopted an old 
German proverb as their slogan: “‘ Liever tod als sklav ”— 
better death than slavery. The leader of the German Social 
Democratic Party, Rudolf Breitscheid, has recently written the 
following remarks in Vorwdrts: “‘ The practical effect of the 
whole National Socialist (Nazi) agitation is the aggregation of a 
motley mosaic of Hohenzollern princes and of people in all 
grades of society until we reach as low as the criminal proletariat 
of malefactors. Each and all of these elements are seated side 
by side as Hitlerites, all hoping for the attainment of their ends. 
From a movement and a party which will announce no pro- 
gramme or policy any one may expect anything. A man is at 
its head who is invested with the sanction of infallibility by 
means of a myth, and who, on the basis of this artifice, demands 
implicit obedience. The discipline which Hitler establishes is 
certain of enforcement upon those elements which find all 
political thinking and the formation of opinions on political 
matters too arduous. So the Hitlerites have directed the atten- 
tion of the world to what they call the coming of a Third German 
Reich, and its prophets are to be found among every class.”” 

‘ Although, as Herr Breitscheid says, there is really nothing 


The German Economic Drive 195 


that can be called a programme, yet the Hitlerites have some 
very definite aims, and among the declared Nazi aims are: 


Establishment of a Greater Germany, to include the 
German populations of Czechoslovakia, Poland and a part 
of Belgium ; 

Austria to become a member of the German Reich; 

Plebiscite regarding Alsace-Lorraine ; 

Cancellation of the Treaties of Versailles and St. Germain; 

Recognition that Germany was not responsible for the 
War; 

Return of former German colonies, and encouragement of 
emigration from Germany ; 

Nationalization of banks ; 

Land for the production of food to be owned only by 
Germans ; 

Return to compulsory military service, i.e., the Reichswehr 
to be disbanded ; 

Newspapers in the German language to be edited only by 
Germans—German Jews not to be considered as Germans; 

Anti-Semitism ; 

The powers of the Central Government to be increased, 
especially those of the President. In other words, Hitler is 
to be dictator when he gets to power. 


‘Perhaps the most disquieting symptom is that Hitler has 
been hailed by a large portion of the German press as a German 
hero facing a hostile world in arms against the German race. 
We had a dose of that kind of talk on the part of the Pan- 
Germans when things were not going too well for the Father- 
land during the War. Nothing is so dangerous and false as 
cheap sentimentalism. Hitler is already to large masses of the 
German people a sort of Young K6rner redivivus, though he 
has nothing in common with that poet-patriot. 

‘ Nobody is so intractable and so utterly inconsolable as your 
bully when he has convinced himself that it is he that is being 
bullied. Nobody can adopt more pathetic tones. Nobody can 
bewail his hard fate with more specious reasoning. But it does 
not bring us any nearer to a solution of the world’s difficulties 
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merely to say to Germany, “ Tul’as voulu, Georges Dandin, tu 
l’as voulu.” 

‘We have got to look beyond all this, and endeavour to find 
our way out of this labyrinth of financial muddle without 
undue recriminations against those who got us into it. And we 
must hurry, if we hope to do it before the Germans have turned 
Hitler into a demi-god.’ 

Meanwhile there had been conferences, recriminations, the 
Ruhr, Dawes, Young, and more conferences and more and more 
recriminations : all that is part of modern kaleidoscopic history. 
Through all this, German credit remained in abeyance, not so 
much as the result of her actions and their international reac- 
tions, but because, having never had any economic-financial 
basis on which to build up credit except London, Germany 
had no foundations of her own on which to erect a financial 
structure so long as London credits were denied to her. 

One of the fundamental reasons for the success of the anti- 
Jew campaign in Nazi Germany, though there are other almost 
equally powerful reasons, is that the German Jews were unable 
to rebuild the financial bridge between Berlin and London. 
They failed at the very game at which they were supposed to be 
experts and for their continued success at which they would 
have been tolerated. It was not their fault. They were faced 
once again in their history with the task of making financial 
bricks without economic straw. Nazi tirades against ipter- 
national Jewry are the typical reaction of frustration. (‘ The 
Jewish moneylender refuses to lend money! Then what is he 
doing in our midst? Away with such scum! 7 

The City would never agree that the descfiption I have given 
of their relations with Hohenzollern Germany correctly sums 
up their activities. They would condemn it, if they ever 
deigned to discuss it, as over-simplified. ‘ Finance,’ they would 
say, ‘is a complex mechanism of such extreme delicacy that 
only the initiated can understand it. No layman can hope to 
penetrate its mysteries, much less explain them.’ There is 
some truth in that, for financiers are mystics. Their dealings 
are veiled behind a thick curtain of mystification to conceal the 
happenings in the holy of holies. The language of their trade 
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is a jargon, oracular in its double meanings. ‘A Promising 
Strike ’ may run a financial headline, and the man in the street 
imagines that somewhere in the world the world’s workers have 
struck for more pay and seem likely to get it. The truth is that 
a group of financial philanthropists are endeavouring to per- 
suade the public that it will strike oil if it sinks its money in a 
new well of financial truth. ‘ Kaffirs Bright Outlook’ says a 
financial newspaper placard, and the social enthusiast feels a 
quite unnecessary glow of encouragement at this promising sign 
of an improvement in the status of the negro. Occasionally 
however the financiers, like other oracles, let slip an inadvertent 
truth. When the German Minister of Economics discoursed 
on a recent panic on the Berlin Stock Exchange, their heading 
was ‘ Funk on the Berlin Bourse.’ 


Long before Dr. Schacht familiarized the world with the 
word Autarky, Weimar Germany had begun to take steps to 
strengthen the German vertical economic-financial structure. 
It could no longer count on the City, and at last it had to count 
on its own resources. In spite of its economic assets and its 
productive capacity, it was not credit-worthy abroad in the only 
circles from which it had ever been able to borrow real money. 
Nor was it credit-worthy at home. Confidence could only 
return with the return of the Army to its historical position in 
the vertical structure of the state. Germany had to wait for the 
alliance between Hitler, the industrialists and the Army before 
the policy of autarky could really come into its own. The Ger- 
man Army plus autarky does not to-day perhaps bring such 
pleasant dreams to the pillows of City financiers as the German 
Army plus bills for discount brought to an earlier generation. 
But it is at least significant that the German Army was not a 
nightmare even to a later generation in the City. Indeed signs 
were not wanting that the City had not outgrown its addiction 
to simple equations. With every increase of the strength of 
German arms, after Hitler tore up the Versailles Treaty, there 
was a perceptible movement among certain classes in England 
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towards treating Germany once more as a credit-worthy nation, 
but this time of course only if the old game of bill-discounting 
could be done behind the shelter of the British Government, 
with the British fleet and air-force backing the bills, and the 
British taxpayer focting them in case Germany staged another, 
newer version of fraudulent bankruptcy. 

What the City in any case refused to see was the old Hohen- 
zollern fact that a country depending on its army as the essential 
component of its economic-political structure must inevitably 
go to war sooner or later. By 1914 it was rank over-trading 
without any financial basis except liberal London credits that 
made war inevitable, whether an Austrian archduke happened 
to have been murdered somewhere in the Balkans or not, for by 
‘conquest of markets ’ Germany understood precisely conquest 
of markets, directly the pace of the financial expedient of 
multiplying bills on London got too hot. 

To-day the new credit-device is autarky—the mystic process 
of German regeneration applied to finance. It is the frustrated 
form of the psychosis of over-trading. ‘The German God is to 
“send the thread to the cloth which is begun.’ A gold-backed 
currency, argues the German (not having much gold), is non- 
sense : a nation’s currency is not backed by gold but by ‘ labour 
and increased production ’—an argument for which there is 
much to be said, except that in the German case the real backing 
has to come from the Army. But that leaves out the all- 
important consideration of credit, which is neither more nor less 
than good reputation. Now the German cares nothing for what 
others think of him. On the contrary, he has proclaimed over 
and over again through the mouth of the Fiihrer that he prefers 
to be hated and feared, rather than loved and respected. He 
cannot at least complain that in this case he does not get what he 
wants! But that still does not resolve the problem of credit. 
The German did not attempt to solve it. He contemplated it 
with disfavour and then proceeded to conjure it away meta- 
physically, as Fichte had long ago taught, by the doctrine of 
regeneration. 

‘ Credit,’ he murmured, ‘ does not exist, for Germany has no 
credit. But it does not exist, only because I think it does not 
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exist. Things only exist, as Fichte taught, in terms of Me. 
Therefore, their non-existence, which is merely a negative form 
of their existence, is only possible in terms of my own thought. 
I must therefore conceive credit. Let me be a creator, as 
becomes a German. I will start a New World all of my own. 
I will regenerate. Let there be Credit—German Credit for a 
German world. In fact, let there be light!’ And there was the 
enlightened Dr. Schacht—and Autarky. 


CHAPTER XV 
German Economic Militarism 


THE CENTRAL EUROPE GOAL 


In the economic field Nazi Germany set out to elongate still 
further the vertical structure of economy which had been 
started under the Weimar Republic. Her leaders were able to do 
so, because they reinforced it by restoring the Army to its old 
and essential position at the base of the whole German state. 
German industries had been working full-out on an inflationary 
financial basis; but the worker had begun to feel he was a power- 
ful force. When, then, unemployment came in Weimar Ger- 
many the vertical structure swayed in the wind and the workers 
nearly pulled the whole thing down. Public works and garden 
cities on borrowed money, but no real credit either at home or 
abroad, had to lead to disaster. Only at the last minute did the 
industrialists save themselves by holding out their hand to Hitler 
and lifting him to power. They would, they thought, be able to 
rid themselves of that demagogue when they had used him; 
meanwhile he was indispensable to them to stem the rising tide 
of revolt which, for obvious reasons, it suited them and Hitler to 
call communism. But Hitler plus the new German Army 
produced a revival of Pan-Germanism, and that swept all other 
considerations aside. The old German expansionist tempera- 
ment had come into its own again. Internal differences dis- 
appeared, for all Germans recognized themselves in the new 
Cheruscan incarnation: A People in Arms. 

City experts who considered the German state from purely 
economic points of view did not fail to comfort the foreigner, 
visibly apprehensive of this renewal of German military might, 
by telling him from time to time that economic disaster was 
bound to overtake a country whose economic processes were so 
unorthodox. They were as wrong as most experts usually are. 
What they entirely failed to see was that, once the governments 
of the Western democracies had meekly submitted to the 
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militarization of the Rhine by Germany, in defiance of all treaties, 
and once the Army had been restored to its place as the basis of 
German economy, the processes of that economy were perfectly 
normial and traditionally and historically orthodox for Germany. 
Circumstances had withdrawn but one modality of German 
financing, namely that of obtaining easy money from the City 
of London. That had been an important cog in the Hohen- 
zollern economic machine, but it says little for the perspicacity 
of economic experts that they should have been induced to 
proclaim that therefore the new German economy was bound 
to break down without London support. It would say even 
less for the vaunted acumen of City financiers that they could 
devise no means of putting a spoke in Germany’s wheel, if 
considerations of the welfare of British economy had ever pre- 
occupied them. As regards British trade, British industry and 
British labour, both experts and financiers were in any case 
impotent, or perhaps unwilling, to devise ways and means for 
meeting the new situation. ‘The old is better,’ they said. 
‘ The new is best,’ replied Germany, and proceeded to prove it 
by ousting her British competitors in foreign markets, while 
she proceeded simultaneously to re-create the greatest military 
force in the world. Bankrupt of ideas, British economists and 
financial leaders folded their hands and waited for Germany to 
go bankrupt. Yet German leaders never failed to announce to 
all the world what their intentions were. Their frankness was 
emphatic to the point of brutality, but the only thing the great 
British leaders of finance, which incidentally is anything but 
British, found to exclaim was ‘ We simply don’t believe it! ’ 

In April 1937 Dr. Schacht conferred with M. Van Zeeland at 
Brussels. ‘ International economic relations,’ he said, ‘ cannot 
be bettered except after a political agreement.’ Was that so 
sibylline, issuing from the mouth of the master of German 
economy? Was it not as plain as a pikestaff to those with even 
the smallest knowledge of German history that by ‘ political 
agreement’ was to be understood ‘German hegemony in 
Europe?’ Then yes; after Germany was in a position to 
dictate, she would be prepared to discuss international economic 
relations. Was that no warning? Was it not even then plain— 
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the layman at least saw clearly enough what was coming when 
Hitler marched into Austria—that the only economy Germany 
understood was militarist economy? There was nothing new in 
that. It had always been so. The 1914-18 War was the 
attempt to implement that policy, but no doubt the continuous 
study of the conditions of the stock and share market leaves 
British financiers and some British politicians little leisure for 
studying even modern history. 


Long before the 1914-18 War, German economists were fully 
convinced that Germany had a peculiar military-economic 
mission in Central Europe, and modern German views on that 
subject coincide entirely with the views of the Hohenzollern 
economists. ‘The actual weapons chosen for the realization of 
that policy were a little different, that is all. The City had too 
good a conceit of itself, if it thought that, once its aid was with- 
held from German traders, German trade was doomed to ruin. 
Dr. Schacht could use the German Army just as effectively for 
the benefit of German trade as the City had done for its own 
profit. Germany’s economic tendencies, which the City had so 
well served in Hohenzollern times, and Germany’s ‘ historic 
mission’ in Central Europe had been stated in crystal-clear 
language by Friedrich Naumann in 1916. He and other 
German economists had already sketched in bold outline the 
economic policy which was later to be called Autarky. No 
understanding of Germany’s position in relation to Central 
Europe is possible unless that aspect is fully appreciated. 
Indeed it is more than an aspect. It is the essence of the 
Drang nach Osten. The point is not that Hitler suddenly and 
dramatically appeared as the Dictator of Central Europe. His 
appearances and his speeches are dramatic enough, but that is 
merely clever stage management. The point is that, in the 
fulness of time, fate and the leaders of the Western democracies 
had made it possible for Germany to make a bid for the full 
realization of the first part of the Drang nach Osten ambition. 
The second part goes to the Mediterranean, as the Duce un- 


1See Naumann’s Mitteleuropa, which is quoted several times in this 
chapter. 
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easily realizes; and the third act is the Near East, with the Far 
East as the epilogue. That is the ‘Drama of Fate,’ as the 
Germans call it, and in the realization of it German economists 
diligently planned the way. How was the economic militarism 
of the Drang nach Osten conceived in Hohenzollern Germany? 
That is the first question. How was its realization made 
possible by Nazi Germany? That is the second. 

The German view of the economic drive south of the Danube 
started from the thesis that by hard work and education Ger- 
many had, early in the twentieth century, arrived at the stage of 
“impersonal capitalism.’ That term expressed the conception 
that capital was not to be conceived as an individual perquisite, 
and to that extent the conception was the purest Marxism. It 
also meant that capital was a means of production which should 
be subject to state control, and in that aspect it leaned away from 
Marxism, searching for a formula which was not then defined, 
but which was to find its precise enunciation later on in Nazism. 
If, as German economists admitted, the Germans were what 
they called ‘ an unfree people,’ it was because they had learnt 
better than the British or French how to subordinate individual 
work toacommon plan. By dovetailing the individual ego into 
the joint ego Germans claimed to have intensified all their 
efforts in the economic field and to have outstripped all their 
competitors. They affirmed, as any modern defender of 
autarky might affirm, that by their kartels and the magnificent 
support given by their banks to German commerce, they had 
created a complicated machinery of spheres of business, in 
which an outsider could scarcely find his way. By 1936—and 
they were uncannily exact in their forecast—German econo- 
mists envisaged the existence of a powerful state-regulated 
industry in the Fatherland. German trade unionism, they 
maintained, would not be any hindrance to this. On the 
contrary, owing to its coherence and discipline it would be a 
great contributory factor to the development in that direction. 
Then came the Fiihrer idea, for there must be a leader to knit up 
all the threads. That idea was formulated by saying that the 
idea of a Superman leadership, or as some put it, a super- 
personal economic leadership, of the German masses, regulating 
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labour and the sale and consumption of products, was even then 
generally accepted in Germany as a matter of course in any 
planning for the future. The Germans were a ‘ uniform 
nation, magnificently uniform,’ so that this disciplined concep- 
tion of capitalism would in the future be extremely welcome. 
It would be the logical, uniformed transition from private 
capitalism to a state-controlled ordering of production and the 
means of production. It had already been fareseen that after 
the next war, in point of fact the 1914-18 War, Germany even if 
fully successful would be thrown back on her own resources. 
Her friendly backers in the City would not be available to help 
her, and it might have been a little galling to City pride if the 
financiers there had had even an inkling of the small account in 
which German economists held them. But then apparently the 
City has not much time for finding out what others think of it. 
Those who do not fall down and make obeisance to the City’s 
ways are either ignorant or communists, or both. But the 
Germans were only human in despising the help they got so 
easily—help which they made no secret of using against the 
nation which British finance purported to represent. Hitler 
roundly abuses London financiers in every speech he makes. 
Hohenzollern Germany despised them. 

German economists were perfectly well aware that the new 
type of economy for which they were working was ‘ incompre- 
hensible to individualist nations.’ Such nations, they admitted, 
must view a German plan of that sort with ‘ pity, fear and aver- 
sion.’ But that was only because ‘ other nations have no long- 
ing for the disciplined soul,’ that glory of the German who so 
perfectly understands how to surrender his individual soul. 
The extent to which German economists and financiers were 
influenced by the metaphysics of their philosophical prophets 
like Hegel, Fichte and Kant (and quoted them) brings home to 
the foreign student of Germany and modern German affairs 
how impossible it is to understand any phase of German life, 
even what are called the hard facts of business, without a study 
of German philosophy. The advanced student of German too 
often finds his spiritual home in the twin heavens of German 
philosophy and German poetry. If he does, he lives in a world 
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of irreality, in the Greater German Might-Have-Been. He does 
not even live in the world which the German philosophers 
themselves lived in. Their world was mystically brutal, not 
mystically poetic. ‘Our philosophers,’ wrote a German 
economist in Hohenzollern days, ‘ were practical prophets.’ 
As I pointed out in an earlier chapter, they did not frequent the 
Humanities! German technical and agricultural schools, 
magnificently equipped and staffed, were institutions founded 
for the specialized objective not of training character, but of 
realizing commercial advantages; not for giving students a 
fuller outlook on life from the point of view of science, but for 
enabling them to oust their competitors in the world’s markets. 
They were far more characteristic of German national tempera- 
ment than old-style universities. 

Thus German financial policy had a perceptibly doctrinaire 
tendency. There was no branch of it that was not run by experts. 
Germans did not look for men with handles to their name, or 
half the alphabet after it, to sit on the boards of their industrial 
and commercial enterprises; they found men of competence. 
Most of their bank managers abroad were men who had taken 
degrees in Economics, Everything German, said their econo- 
mists, must be and is indeed guided by the rules of science: 
the Military, finances, commerce and industry, for they said, 
‘we believe in combined work.’ The British system of nepot- 
ism and guinea-pig breeding is said to make for greater elasticity 
of mind than the German scientific system. There is, however, 
at least the consideration that too much elasticity makes for 
distortion, while a little patriotic stiffening in the elastic com- 
position of City mentality might have been of great service to 
Great Britain. ‘The German system at any rate had this advan- 
tage that it gave first place to patriotism. Moreover it did not 
prevent German economists from extracting all the good they 
could out of Marxism. They did not dismiss it contemp- 
tuously, as the City of London did. They reserved their con- 
tempt for the time when, in Nazi Germany, they had used it and 
could reject it. Engels said of Marxian socialism that it was the 
heiress of German philosophy. The German economists 
justified that dictum by saying that in fact German socialism 
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was purely theoretical. On the other hand it was Marxian in 
the sense—which they considered an advantage—that Germany 
possessed the most theoretically sound labour movement in the 
world, because Marxism was not a disturbing force in industry, 
owing to the group discipline of the German worker. Thus the 
whole economic machine was impersonal, or rather super- 
personal, for the sinking of the individual was a natural and 
normal process for Germans. It was in fact the historically 
logical development of German character. 

When the 1914 War broke out German economists saw in it 
nothing but a continuation of German economic life. That 
view is crucial. It explains in a sentence all that Germans 
understood and understand to-day by economic militarism. 
War is a continuation, not an interruption, of German economic 
life. The tools are different, but the methods are the same as 
in peace time. Germans saw that foreigners summed up this 
intrinsic connection between war and peace by labelling it 
militarism. They did not object to that: on the contrary they 
were proud of it. They gloried in the fact that Prussian mili- 
tary discipline was a live force in the Reich embracing the whole 
German people, from the great industrial magnate to the humb- 
lest road-mender. That made for unity. Germans are 
unitarians. That is why they fight every creed that preaches a 
Trinity. Having got one Fiihrer, one Reich and one People, 
they are satisfied that that is their all-sufficient trinity in unity. 

When the 1914-18 War was still being waged and when the 
quick and complete victory they had dreamt of was no longer 
entertained, what did German economists aim at? Nothing less 
than a Nazi régime! The post-war economic organization was 
to be improved, and ‘ real National-Socialism’ must be intro- 
duced. And the hard-thinking German economists went off 
into metaphysics, like any Nazi propagandist. ‘ Fichte and 
Hegel,’ they said, ‘ nod approvingly to us from their frames on 
the wall. The German ideal is and will continue to be sub- 
mission to authority, not free will. That is what constitutes 
German freedom and German self-development. It is our 
Golden Age, for which our teachers have been Frederick II, 
Kant, Scharnhorst, Siemens, Krupp, Bebel, Legien, Kirdorf 
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and Ballin.’ As though an Englishman should seek his spiritual 
direction from the amalgamated teaching and example of 
Carlyle, Wellington, Kier Hardie, Captain Blyth and Joseph 
Lyons. 

More especially as regards Central Europe, how did the ‘ pre- 
War ’ German plan of economic militarism work out? A mili- 
tary alliance with the Danube peoples, more especially the 
Hungarians, was to be developed into an economic entity with 
no regard for political frontiers—an objective of which the 
Czechs have always been painfully aware. This was justified on 
the ground that the economic life of all the peoples south of the 
Danube was ‘ quite overwhelmingly of German origin.’ At 
that time Jews were thought to be an indispensable factor in 
such penetration, owing to their commercial gifts. That part 
of the programme did not work out quite according to plan, but 
it is the exception which proves how precisely the Nazi régime 
has followed the lines traced by Hohenzollern economists. 
Austrian Germans were to have the Prusso-German spirit 
inculcated into them, for what was really envisaged, though it 
could not at the time be stated, was a break-up of the Dual 
Monarchy. Emigration from Central Europe to the New 
World was to be discouraged. Man-power was essential to 
power policy, and the Danube lands must ‘cease to be a 
nursery for foreign nations.’ Finally, Germans must at all 
costs rid themselves of what Lassalle had called their damned 
modesty. 

The military corn-depét for Greater Germany was to be 
Budapest. Easy-going Danube peoples must be disciplined to 
become ‘ normal,’ that is, Germany would train them to be 
mere units of utilitarian value as soldiers and producers for the 
Reich. There must be no ‘ pleasant Sunday excursions into 
the woods’ on their own: there would be patriotic movements, 
organized Youth Associations and so forth. The essence of 
the German drive was to establish industrial militarism as the 
only way to achieve economic efficiency. The blockade of the 
Central Powers in 1914-18 was in one sense looked upon as an 
advantage, for it had taught Germany and her friends what it 
meant ‘ to sit together in an economic prison.’ The aim must 
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therefore be for Greater Germany and Central Europe to 
become a self-contained commercial unity. A century before, 
the English continental blockade had forced Germans to culti- 
vate beet for sugar, and to do their own cotton printing. In the 
same way, the 1914-18 war would have taught Germans to be 
self-sufficing and to adopt ‘ a system of storage for the war of the 
future.’ 

There was, it was urged, no limit to the achievement of the 
German people with an economic dictatorship. Germany in 
fact demanded a state-controlled economic life and the regula- 
tion of production from the standpoint of political and military 
requirements. Above all, there must be a State store-house 
and a State commercial policy in preparation for ‘ the next war.’ 
When that is adopted, ‘ foreigners will of course be more elo- 
quent than ever on the subject of German economic militarism, 
but the transference of war-conditions to peace time suits us 
admirably.’ After the war, that state in which economic life 
is most strictly subject to state-control will be the strongest, for 
it will be able to live on its own resources. ‘The future pre- 
paration for war’—the 1914-18 war was still going on!— 
‘would in any case demand the adoption of an economic self- 
sufficiency and ‘‘ war-storage.”’ Hungary was to supply the 
corn for that war, besides acting as the granary of the post-war 
food depots. All this was to be controlled by a ‘ future military- 
economic commission’ —a project which became a reality under 
Field Marshal Goering, and a ‘ Central European war-provision 
bureau ’—a project which will be realized when Nazi Germany 
has carried her Drang nach Osten policy a step further. 

The future war must come, it was stated; it was a fatality, 
unless Germany should be so completely vanquished in the war 
going on in 1914-18 as to become a mere satellite nation. Ger- 
man economic planning left nothing to chance! But the doc- 
trine of ‘ we must win’ prevailed. It was, however, even then 
apparent that Germany would not be the complete victor. 
“If we are only half-victorious, we shall be obliged to fight 
again later on.” 

Germany was at all costs to set her face resolutely against 
international collaboration or agreements in the political and 
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economic sphere. Any agreements of that sort were to be 
binding only for so long as Germany thought them advanta- 
geous; but there must be no ‘ internationalism.’ Germany’s 
aim was proclaimed in no doubtful terms as ‘ State coercion as 
the basis of all human order and organization.’ 

Future historians will surely find it amazing that the leaders 
of the Western democracies, their economists and their financial 
experts, treated all these categorically stated German aims as 
though they never existed. 

The Might of the State will be its Right, the German 
economists had proclaimed from the house-tops, but as Musso- 
lini ironically hinted at Udine in September 1938, the democ- 
racies are incurably deaf. Hitler had long since put the matter 
to the acid test when he marched his troops into the Ruhr. 
The only reaction was that England said cryptically between 
two yawns that the British frontier was on the Rhine. That 
might have meant something if it had happened to be the 
frontier Hitler was concerned about. Germany’s Might-is- 
Right march was Eastward Ho! to Vienna and beyond. 
Alsace-Lorraine could wait. 

The Hohenzollern economists were under no illusion about 
the Danube peoples relishing ‘ Germany sitting in the upper 
council of universal history,’ but they would have no choice! 
They were, it was declared, too weak to do aught but accept 
Germany as their Fiihrer. A commercial metaphor was 
employed to describe the position as German economists saw it. 
‘ Small states must in future be registered with one of the great 
world-firms, as soon as the super-firms divide off from each 
other,’ for that was bound to happen in pursuance of Germany’s 
policy of self-sufficiency. 

As to the international morality of the whole Central Europe 
enslavement plan, there was, it was alleged, every moral justi- 
fication for Germany’s taking charge of Mid-Europe. ‘ Owing 
to her intellectual achievements, Germany is the only nation 
that can say of itself without vanity that it is gifted and trained 
above all other nations for the organization of Mid-Europe as a 
universal economic entity.’ There would be war over all this, 
It was not the Military who said so: they were busy with the 
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1914-18 War. It was the scientific German economists, care- 
fully planning the steps of the Drang nach Osten. German 
pretensions would be ‘ put to the test of blood,’ and for that 
purpose there must be ‘children, children: always more 
children.’ Without them there can be no military success and 
no economic advance. Economic militarism can be success- 
fully implemented, only if increase of population is in the fore- 
front of state policy. Procreation is a patriotic totalitarian task, 
not a democratic pleasure, for men and more men in arms are 
needed to win the fight for economic militarism. 

At the risk of some repetition, the view of German econo- 
mists in Hohenzollern Germany have been sét out above, for 
although the world of to-day is by now fully alive to the German 
danger to European peace, the march into Austria, the dis- 
memberment of Czechoslovakia and the rest of the Drang nach 
Osten drama are too often held to be mere signs of the insatiable 
ambition of a German dictator. In his speech at Nuremberg in 
September 1938 Hitler disclaimed with hysterical vehemence 
that he was a dictator. He returned to the point more than 
once. He said he had gg per cent. of the German people behind 
him, whereas party leaders in Western democracies had the 
greatest difficulty in mustering their few stragglers to look like a 
following at all. Without discussing percentage values, what is 
of vital importance is that the Nazi régime is carrying into execu- 
tion in its smallest details a carefully conceived plan which it 
inherited from Hohenzollern Germany. There is no question 
of the Nazis having ‘ broken out in a fresh place.” They have 
broken into a breach which was begun in Hohenzollern days, 
and they have been aided in their task by the mines which Dr. 
Schacht has so successfully sprung in nearly every country in 
the world. The military lust of conquest is there, as in the old 
Cheruscan days; but the Prussian predatory policy goes hand 
in hand with it. The whole has been welded into the autarky 
which is the logical development of the economic militarism 
which German economists preached for so long. Hitler is not 
dictating that policy. He is fulfilling it. He is the super- 
personal representative of that impersonal capitalism of which 
the Hohenzollern economists wrote. 
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The doctrine of German autarky is summed up in the Goer- 
ing dictum that ‘ guns are better than butter.’ That may sound 
absurd, but it is quite logical to German economists, for their 
argument has always been that without guns there is not even 
bread, much less butter. 

The German drive to the Balkans through Bohemia was 
never determined by any considerations of liberating people of 
German blood there from the yoke of communist oppression. 
That was shop-window dressing to catch the attention of 
certain classes in England to whom the word ‘ Communism ’ is 
like a red rag to the less intelligent ruminants. The German 
drive was what it always had been: a predatory incursion for 
possession of new economic resources and for getting round the 
natural bastion of mountains blocking the path of German 
military penetration into the Balkans. That double objective 
is the best example which Germans could give to the world of 
what their economists meant by economic militarism. Dicta- 
torial régimes have been described as the leading of the blind by 
fools. Democracies must appear to German leaders, who have 
never hidden their intentions, as the domination of fools by the 
blind. 

The destruction of Czechoslovak integrity by fomenting 
disturbances in that Republic were of course methods which no 
German government would have tolerated within its own terri- 
tory. Nevertheless that process met with no sign of official 
disapproval in responsible quarters in England or in any other 
country responsible for the creation of the State of Czecho- 
slovakia. When things were past praying for, England sent out 
a gentleman to hold a coroner’s inquest in loco, while the rulers 
of Germany sent imperative messages enquiring ‘ When can we 
view the corpse?’ Appeals to treaty obligations were drowned 
in talk about self-determination and recommendations for 
plebiscites. The British public was adjured to try and put it- 
self in Germany’s place and understand the German point of 
view—excellent advice no doubt, except for the fact that the 
German’s own interpretation of putting himself in the other 
man’s place is only unilateral. But the mystical repetition of 
the word ‘ Self-Determination ’ brings as much self-righteous 
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solace to some political old gentlemen as that blessed word 
‘ Mesopotamia ’ once did to some old ladies. 

It is often stated that Germany’s relations to the world in 
general and to the Central European countries in particular are 
the result of economic causes. That is partly true no doubt, 
because economic conditions cannot but affect international 
political relations. But we have Dr. Schacht’s own testimony 
given to M. van Zeeland in the Spring of 1937 that Germany 
does not see things that way. Moreover the economic question 
can hardly be considered as primarily decisive in determining 
Germany’s relations with other nations. Those relations 
depend on the German conception of a military economy, for 
apart from anything else, her international situation, however 
much it may be affected by economic conditions, is not the pro- 
duct of the normal interplay of normal economic factors. She 
has willed and worked that her economic situation should be 
abnormal. It may be argued that economic normality is a 
stranger in the world of to-day. That, however, is not quite 
true. Normal trading methods of to-day do not correspond to 
what was considered normal in medieval times or even in the 
days of Adam Smith or Ricardo. But at any given time there is 
always a recognized norm—an accepted standard of the time to 
which honest rulers and traders conform, but which unscru- 
pulous governments and merchants try to defeat to their own 
advantage. 

In so far as economics affect the question—and nobody can 
belittle their influence—what Germany has done is to have 
recourse to the old feudal dishonesty of debasing the coinage. 
Trade to-day is international, so that highly modern scientific 
trickery was required. What Germany did was to give to the 
world a modern economic version of the submarine tactics she 
employed in the 1914-18 War. Wherever international cur- 
rency, carrying international trade, came athwart German trade 
it was torpedoed—spurlos versenkt. Dr. Schacht’s financial 
acrobatics converted German money into a sort of pirate’s token 
money, for it can hardly be termed a currency any longer. It 
has no unrestricted circulation even domestically, much less a 
free international circulation. Its internal value depends on 
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“ German faith in German labour and efficiency ’"—an excellent 
basis for any currency, but in the German case the reality and 
conviction of that faith are somewhat reduced because they are 
not the product of free will. The German’s production, his 
spending power and his choice of purchase are dictated by 
Authority. The international value of German money depends 
on the faith of the foreigner in the Nazi régime, and that faith 
is indeed extremely great, possibly because the greater the lack 
of comprehension the greater the faith. It is in any case 
remarkable how many countries in the world responded to Dr. 
Schacht’s invitation to ‘ walk into his parlour.’ Having got 
them there he spun his web of barter-marks round them, for 
that had the double advantage from the German point of view 
of making them commercial satellites of Germany, and of 
preventing them from having money available with which to 
pay the interest on their loans from British investors. 

All the City did was to get querulous members of Parliament 
to ask the Foreign Secretary what His Majesty’s Government 
proposed to do about it, so that an atmosphere of mutual 
irritation was perpetuated between ‘a greedy John Bull and an 
impoverished debtor,’ which was how the foreigner saw it. 
All that our economic experts could tell us was that ‘ the 
German nation’s economic resources are completely subjugated,’ 
that ‘the trade threat to democracies is very grave,’ and that 
‘the German system is under a great strain.’ It was added, as 
a sort of Job’s comfort, that ‘ democratic countries appear to 
have failed to utilize fully their far superior resources.’ The 
most important thing was what the experts failed to say. None 
of them gave any lead as to what the democracies should do 
about it in relation to Germany. Perhaps they did not dare to 
hint that a beginning of the solution might be that the immense 
resources of the British people, which are internationally 
manipulated by the City, should be mobilized not for an isola- 
tionist policy, but to equip British industry and British shipping 
to beat an economic pirate. If that were done, it is not un- 
reasonable to forecast that the Jolly Roger of the German 
barter-mark would be hauled down within twelve months, the 
countries of the world would be freed from their servitude to it, 
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and British shipping, industry and labour would he in a strong 
position. No doubt, however, German rulers are right in pro- 
claiming that an alliance with Germany is not to be despised. 
In their view appeasement is the compounding of felonies. 
That is quite definitely not the view of the peoples of Great 
Britain and France, but the ruling cliques in both countries so 
mismanaged their foreign policy that Europe was at last faced 
with a situation in which Germany could say: ‘ Peace, perhaps; 
but only at my price.’ 

Failure to grasp the danger of the economic reinforcements 
which Germany had built up in every country in Central Europe 
and also overseas, was not the least vital of the errors committed 
by the governments of the democracies, and especially Great 
Britain, which, with her position at the hub of world finance, was 
in a position to appreciate in ample time the enormous damage 
Germany was doing to the democracies with her barter-mark. 
Countries which might and could have had commercial ties 
binding them to the democracies, ties of financial and economic 
interest, were allowed to drift into the spider-web of German 
economy. John Bull was merely a grasping creditor—that was 
how foreign countries were made to see matters. The Council 
of Foreign Bondholders, as they saw it, and nodoubt still see it, 
is the directive force of British foreign policy, not Parliament. 
Subsidized societies for British culture abroad were about as 
useful in dispelling that impression as Mr. Ford’s Peace Ship 
in the 1914-18 War, for it was war, economic war, the German 
economic militarism in action that had to be fought. To have 
equipped with liberal credits the countries whose sympathies 
and policy it was advantageous to enlist on the side of the 
Western democracies, and to have subsidized British shipping 
and British export trade handsomely would have been cheap— 
cheaper than the cost of a peace under menace, or than one week 
of bloody war. The menace of the German barter-mark was 
fully apprehended by British merchants abroad at least three 
years ago, and British Chambers of Commerce in foreign coun- 
tries made representations in the proper quarters about it. 
Instead of a mass campaign being organized by those respon- 
sible in London, the representations were received ‘ with 
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sympathetic consideration.’ Meantime the barter-mark sailed 
the seas and British trade had to fend for itself. The overseas 
trade aspect is highly important, because the Germans success- 
fully planned their overseas trade to support their Drang nach 
Osten in Europe. There, as well as in the Central European 
countries, the barter-mark was used to weaken the economic 
position of the European democracies, and to strengthen the 
attachment of those countries to Germany by the claims of 
trade. 

To the uninitiated foreign observer it was a mystery in 1914 
why a country like Germany should deliberately plunge into 
war when, more than all other nations, she was doing such a 
stupendous and ever-growing trade. The economic reason 
was that for years Germany had been over-trading, and the only 
remedy was the conquest of fresh territory for economic 
development with the proceeds of the annihilating war-indem- 
nities she proposed to impose on France. Germany’s case in 
1938 was the same, but in a different way. By 1938 she had 
arrived at a pitch when she could no longer keep her economy 
running without importing more and more labour! The 
progression of autarky is wildly geometrical, not staidly arith- 
metical: hence the imperative necessity for Germany to get 
more land and more population within the territory of the Reich. 
By 1914 the economic pace she had set was too hot, when she 
was over-trading on resources supplied by the City. By 1938 
it was again too hot, because the effects of internal inflationary 
methods can only be smoothed out if they are spread over a 
constantly widening area of land and population. That is the 
essence of the expansion of economic militarism under the 
régime of autarky. It is not a question of mere penetration into 
foreign markets. That alone does not answer the economic 
requirements of the Reich under autarky. There must be 
absorption of foreign markets: they must be physically incor- 
porated into the Reich. That not only satisfies the mystical 
idea of a Holy Germanic Empire. It does something far more 
important, something without which the Holy Empire would 
blow up sky-high. It makes possible the fulfilment of Dr. 
Schacht’s plans, without which Germany’s vertical structure 
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would crash to the ground. No doubt foreign financial experts 
and economists thought they could wait calmly for that to 
happen. They forgot—for even financiers forget—the func- 
tion of the German Army at the base of the structure. 

Apart from that, Central Europe and Germany are natural 
markets for reciprocal trading under normal conditions. But 
conditions were not normal in Germany. Germany had a 
special policy towards the Danube countries—a policy plain for 
all to see. Reciprocal trading was not enough. As a prelim- 
inary to territorial conquest those markets had to be squeezed 
into economic dependence on the Reich. That was Dr. 
Schacht’s task, as he went on his many flying missions round 
Central Europe, and admirably he fulfilled it. Periodically, 
too, he went to Basle to meet the leading lights of democratic 
banking, who were apparently hypnotized by his enigmatic 
smile as they regulated together the affairs of what is called the 
Bank of International Settlements. Instead of their annual 
banquet ending with the singing of Auld Lang Syne, the soft 
and scarcely perceptible strains that floated through to the out- 
side world were curiously reminiscent of an old music hall song : 


‘ We understand one another, 
For I’m one of the boys.’ 


And the world outside—the depressed areas, the millions of 
unemployed (except in the Germany of Dr. Schacht), the laid- 
up ships and the distressed seamen with no jobs, and the idle 
factories—all these waited in vain for a sign that British financiers 
and economists even wanted to understand Great Britain’s cry 
of distress. Were these experts so blind that they were incap- 
able of seeing that the world’s markets were being surely and 
methodically blockaded by methods which the average citizen 
had no means of understanding, but which the gentlemen who 
manipulate the nation’s and the world’s finances were in duty 
bound to understand? Was the collective financial acumen and 
expert economic knowledge of Great Britain’s leaders unable to 
find a way of overthrowing the German freebooter on his own 
economic ground, before the menace of German arms became 
irresistible? Let us be fair. There was one small attempt to 
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fight the German, incidentally long before the barter-mark 
became a menace: the Export Credits scheme. But to use it 
against the barter-mark is like trying to ram the Hood with a 
steam pinnace, and incidentally it is the British taxpayer, and 
not the City financier, who risks his money to finance that 
scheme! 

The psychology of the autarky development was that by 1938, 
as had happened before 1914, the attention of sweated labour in 
Germany was directed outwards, so that the German labourer 
readily accepted as a patriotic duty in peace time privations 
which workers in other nations, except Japan, would have 
found intolerable. ‘A ring of enemies is responsible for Ger- 
many’s economic situation,’ the German public was told. In 
the early days of the century that was called ‘ political encircle- 
ment.’ In 1933-38 it was called ‘ Jewish international finance,’ 
which by some strange German reasoning was in league with 
disruptive Communism to strangle the German people. There- 
fore ever greater sacrifices were called for. Germany was 
alone—thus ran the age-old cry—against an envious world in 
arms: against democratic dragons lying in wait for the German 
Siegfried to baulk him of his birthright—the hoard of the 
world’s gold. For, although Germany’s Nazi rulers professed 
to despise gold, they nevertheless regarded it as Germans have 
been taught to regard the virtues. Gold became highly 
desirable provided it could be turned into Rhinegold. 

Neither in Hohenzollern Germany nor in Nazi Germany 
could it be alleged that Western democracies were a threat to 
Germany. That would have been too much even for the Ger- 
man public to swallow. Moreover it would have been too 
defensive an appeal. The true appeal was in both cases to the 
German instinct of expansion. The tirades against Moscow in 
Nazi Germany are merely the fear of the Nazi leaders that there 
is yet latent in Germany a spirit of revolt against social condi- 
tions, and that aspect has to be twisted, as it has been for years, 
to appear to be something sinister engineered by Russia. It is 
something vague, just as fear of Russia was vague before 1914; 
but the feeling is not less potent for being vague. It was turned 
to account by the drum-fire of Nazi propaganda which ran that 
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‘ decadent democracies were hindering Germany’s mission of 
disciplining Slav sub-humans and of freeing millions of peoples 
of all races from the yoke of Bolshevism.’ Mussolini joined 
in the cry against Bolshevism much later than the Nazis, but for 
the same purpose: the strengthening of the Fascist régime. 
But the most dangerous doctrine for democracy was that 
preached by British politicians with much insistence from about 
1935 onwards to the effect that the people of Great Britain had 
no quarrel with the ‘ ideology ’ of other nations, as though they 
did not see that it was precisely the ‘ideological’ idea that was 
converting the Rome-Berlin axis into a firm alliance for the 
implementing of a power policy in Europe, and that that policy 
was bound to be directed against the safety of the British Isles 
and the British people. 


A word is necessary to explain how the barter-mark worked 
to the detriment of the democracies. An overseas example is 
best taken, for it shows how widespread were German 
operations to build up the conditions for her economic militar- 
ism in Central Europe, and the system applied was the same— 
with special variations according to the peculiar conditions of 
certain countries—in the Danube countries, and not least in 
Turkey. Economic penetration was, as is well known, accom- 
panied by the most intense Nazi political propaganda in every 
country in the world, and we need not insist on that point. 

After the confidence trick of reducing the value of the Ger- 
man mark to less than that of the paper on which it was printed 
—the culminating point being August 1923 when it was 
declared that the Mark had no value—and after borrowing and 
spending money lent by English and American investors, 
Germany at once set up in business again like any other frau- 
dulent bankrupt. A new Mark was created in September 
1923. The economic basis was narrower now, but it was un- 
encumbered with debts, for only a few favoured debts were 
acknowledged—the barest minimum to keep up the necessary 
semblance of some credit-worthiness in foreign transactions. 
But in the case of nations whose financial resources were weak 


German Economic Militarism 219 


and who had no accumulated wealth in the form of capital—the 
Balkan countries and South America were peculiarly in that 
condition—a totally new technique of trading was initiated from 
Berlin. For such nations German currency was to have no 
real financial meaning. In fact Marks ceased to exist as a means 
of international transactions between Germany and those 
countries. German marks were not a currency at all, for they 
had no international circulation. But the old channels of trade 
existed, and Germany was both a good customer and a large 
supplier, in many cases the principal supplier, of manufactured 
goods—and armaments! 

Under a variety of denominations, in accordance with the 
country with which Germany was trading, the Mark thence- 
forward represented merely a book-entry in German bank 
ledgers. The mark under whatever denomination—Aski, 
Register, Compensation and an infinity of other aliases—became 
a mere clearing symbol: it was not money, and did not repre- 
sent real money. It had no common denomination, and not 
even a fixed bank value. It was a chit giving the right to receive 
in exchange some German goods, not any German goods, for 
the choice depended on the German government. Trading is 
in any case of course largely a matter of credits and book- 
entries; but a pound note, for instance, is worth something. 
It gives the holder undisputed claim to precisely one pound. 
It can therefore be exchanged into a foreign currency at what- 
ever its day-to-day value may be in terms of that foreign 
currency. 

The barter-mark on the contrary, under whatever style or 
title, did not exist at all. It was a banker’s fiction. It was a 
dream dreamed by Dr. Schacht, and in its interpretation into 
reality it became a nightmare for other people, including in- 
cidentally his assistants, none of whom really understood all 
the acrobacies which Dr. Schacht called upon ‘my mark’ to 
perform. Theirs is the chauffeur’s r6le, not the mechanician’s. 

Now if a man holds an English pound note, or a French 
billet de banque, or an American dollar-bill, he can buy what- 
ever he likes with it, to the extent of its equivalent value in 
goods, in whatever country he happens to be. So he can if he 
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has English, French or American money to his credit abroad. 
All he has to do is to change his money or his credit into the 
local currency of whatever country he is in, and he may then go 
out and do his shopping. He may buy locally-made goods or 
imported goods; he may buy German goods. But when he 
pays—by handing local money over the local counter, he is not 
really buying the goods with local money, but with the foreign 
money he owned and changed before starting out on his shop- 
ping expedition. He might have changed a British credit into 
Argentine currency and bought an American motor car at 
Buenos Aires. Or he might have changed an American credit 
into Brazilian currency and bought his wife a French dress at 
Rio de Janeiro, or he might have changed his French credit into 
Chilean currency and bought himself a German camera at 
Valparaiso. But if he had a German credit he could not change 
it into local currency in any country which, like Brazil for 
instance, admits Germany to trade with the barter-mark, 
Thus the bearer of a German credit is not free to use it. That is 
putting the case in very simple terms, of course ; but it is 
essential to an understanding of the restrictive action of the 
barter-mark to see the matter first of all in the simplest terms. 
Let us now take the case of Brazil as an example and see, in 
broad outline, how the Germans operated the barter-mark. 
Germany has always been one of Brazil’s best export markets. 
Before the 1914-18 War Hamburg was one of the world’s great 
coffee-ports and, with Trieste, it was the largest distributing 
centre for Brazilian coffee in Central European countries. 
After the War, Germany was not such a large buyer of Brazilian 
coffee, because Germans had got used to drinking coffee- 
substitutes and because the new Central European countries did 
not depend so much on Hamburg as their supply centre. 
Germany nevertheless continues to be a considerable purchaser 
of Brazil’s greatest export product: coffee. It should be said 
in parenthesis that Great Britain is not a larger buyer of Brazi- 
lian products: she is a reasonably good customer for oil seeds, 
oranges and some cotton, but she is not in the réle of a ‘ best 
customer.’ On the other hand London is Brazil’s largest 
creditor for money lent. But the difference in the feelings 
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which people have for their largest creditor and their best 
customers is too well-known to need dwelling on. 

Germany therefore starts by being Brazil’s best European 
customer. Even before the 1914-18 War, she was challenging 
Great Britain as Brazil’s largest European supplier of manu- 
factured goods. Indeed Great Britain occupied first place 
only because so many railways and other public utilities in 
Brazil were British-administered. In the general market Ger- 
man goods were ousting the British, by means of cut prices and 
long credits, thanks to London financiers. 

Germany’s normal position is thus that of a large buyer of 
Brazilian products, such as coffee, cotton, oil-seeds, nuts, 
tobacco, skins and hides, cocoa and a host of other raw and 
semi-raw materials. In recent years Germany has been able to 
offer Brazilian cotton exporters better prices for cotton than 
Liverpool: in other words, she wanted more and more cotton 
for her armaments, and was willing to pay rather more than the 
market price. That, however, is the sort of buying that makes 
a nation a valuable customer. As to cotton, which is a good 
example of German buying, the Reich imported 120,000 tons of 
cotton in the first six months of 1938 from all sources, and that 
was an increase of 16 per cent. over the first six months of 1937. 
Of German total imports of cotton 42,000 tons, or over one- 
third, came from Brazil with whom her cotton purchases 
increased by as much as 97 per cent. 

This then is what happens. For her purchases of Brazilian 
cotton and other products Germany is naturally a debtor to 
Brazil in z milréis—the local currency. But at the same time 
German exporters of manufactured goods have been selling 
large quantities of German manufactures to Brazil, and for 
these sales Germany is a creditor of Brazil’s to the extent of y 
barter-marks. So far the position is a normal one, except in 

1 It is also part of the barter-mark game for Germany to bea large buyer, 
whether she wants the commodities or not. Then things like this happen : 
Brazilian cotton is bought above Liverpool prices by Germany which re- 
sells to Liverpool; and Colombian coffee is bought above market 
price and re-sold to the United States. There is clearly a loss for Germany 
in such transactions, but the loss is willingly incurred by Germany, when- 


ever it suits her to force the volume of German purchases from Brazil, or 
Colombia, or any other country. 
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one sense. German sales to Brazil are facilitated by all kinds of 
indirect subsidies to German exporters who are able to under- 
sell their competitors. Exactly how those subsidies are 
operated is Germany’s secret, but the practical result is quite 
clear. It is that she can control whether Germany on the 
balance between x and y shall at any time be a debtor or a 
creditor country to Brazil. So far, it has suited Germany that 
Brazil (and most other countries where this special system has 
been insinuated) should on balance be owed barter-marks by 
Germany. 

Now to liquidate such operations the normal procedure 
would be for the central bank of the country, in this case the 
Bank of Brazil, to draw on Germany for the difference and 
dispose of the bill in any way it chose. It might apply some of 
the proceeds of the bill to effect payment of coupons due on 
Brazilian loans in London and Paris, or to purchases in the 
United States of locomotives for one of the State railways in 
Brazil. These are only examples, the point being that under 
normal trading—and not under the German autarky—the 
Bank of Brazil would be free to dispose of the proceeds of a bill 
drawn, for instance, on the Reichsbank exactly as it pleased. 
In the case of the barter-mark, however, that normal procedure 
does not take place, because it cannot. The mark is not a 
currency at all: it is a means of barter only. 

What Germany in effect says to Brazil in that case is this: ‘I 
owe you y barter-marks, according to our book entries. But 
you will understand that the wicked Western democracies, at 
the instigation of Moscow and at the dictates of Jewish bankers, 
have compelled me to adopt a system of trade called autarky. 
Under that system I have nothing that can really be called 
money at all. In any case money is but a meddler. It is out of 
date. We Germans talk in terms of commodities and labour. 
Now although I have no money to offer to you for the liquida- 
tion of my debt to you, I have heaps of other things you can 
have. I can offer you some thousands of death-dealing quick- 
firing guns for your army or police—a highly effective line and 
one that is very popular. Or again we have some absolutely 
unbeatable railway lines you can have. In fact take your 
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choice of the goods you want. But don’t ask me for money. 
On the other hand, you will not forget what a good customer of 
yours I am, will you?’ 

Thus the mark-credit, which Brazil has, can be used only to 
purchase German goods: there is not freedom of choice. If, 
on balance at any time, England owes Brazil money, all the 
Bank of Brazil has to do is to draw on London for the amount, 
and then use the proceeds of the bill as it likes. But in the 
German case there is no drawing of liquidating billson Germany. 
If Brazil wants to cash in on any credit she has in Germany, she 
must take German goods. In the meantime too, Germany is 
buying more Brazilian products and therefore increasing the 
amount of the marks owed to Brazil. The Brazilian govern- 
ment has then two alternatives. Either it must issue orders to 
stop trading with Germany, a step which at once raises an out- 
cry from Brazilian exporters who want to sell; or it must decide 
to order airplanes or locomotives or ships from Germany, in 
order to liquidate or reduce the mark-credit. 

Thus little by little, by the carefully planned manceuvres of 
Dr. Schacht, international trade is directed into an ever-widen- 
ing channel between Germany and Brazil, to the simultaneously 
progressive reduction of the normal trade between Brazil and 
other countries. For at any moment Germany can reverse 
the position by pushing the sale to Brazilian customers of 
Germany’s subsidized exports, whereby Brazil becomes on 
balance a debtor country. 

To liquidate that debit-balance Brazil cannot buy barter- 
marks, for they are not for sale! She must issue in favour of 
Germany a bill drawn on London, Paris or New York for the 
equivalent of the barter-mark debt.! ‘ Equivalent ’ is of course 
in that case only a relative term, because the various denomina- 
tions of barter-marks for different transactions and different 
countries are not convertible. They are one-way affairs, like 
Herr Hitler’s mind. They merely figure in currency quotation- 
lists with the equivalent values which Germany chooses they 


1 She may of course send gold to Germany ; but credits on London, Paris 
or New York suit Germany just as well. They are gold-equivalents easily 
negotiable, with an international value: the devisen which Dr. Schacht 
hunted so assiduously. 
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shall have in relation to other free currencies; but they operate 
only in benefit of Germany. Thus in the case quoted of 
Brazil, the latter pays Germany by a bill on a country with a 
free international currency. Germany then has at her disposal 
some ‘good’ money, something with which she can buy 
products in other parts of the world. 

Germany has introduced barter trade into some or all of her 
transactions with many countries, more especially those in the 
Balkan Peninsula, as well as Turkey and Brazil. This trade 
is implemented by the Aski and the many other denominations 
of the mark, or by indirect application through ‘ clearing ” 
arrangements. 

Germany’s clearing arrangements are, however, quite 
different from the ‘ clearing system’ which Great Britain has 
been obliged to adopt provisionally and for specific amounts 
with various countries. The British system is designed, quite 
fairly, to prevent trade balances becoming so lop-sided that 
normal trade between Great Britain (the world’s largest import 
market) and other countries would otherwise be possible only 
by fits and starts, according to the position of the trade balance 
at certain moments. In the case of Italy, for instance, the 
system enables British exporters to recover from the financial 
product of Italian exports to Great Britain the overdue amounts 
owing to them for goods supplied to Italian importers, while 
Italy knows that until her general credit is better she cannot 
hope to buy from England to a larger extent than the value of 
her exports to England justifies. 

That system is of course a limitation of the ideal of free and 
unrestricted trading. It is, however, one which has been 
rendered necessary by the fact that so many countries, espe- 
cially the totalitarian countries, want to ‘live beyond their 
means,’ importing more foreign goods than they can afford to 
pay for in currencies with free international circulation. 
Autarky and armaments—the corollary of economic militarism 
—are responsible for that state of affairs, and it is Germany 
that has set the pace, with Italy goose-stepping behind. If 
world economy were not throttled by economic militarism, then 
capital and credit would flow from the ‘ richer ’ countries to 
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the ‘ poorer’ countries, and the equilibrium of unhampered 
trading would soon be re-established. As it is, Germany’s 
aim is to sabotage any possibility of equilibrium. By the 
constant threat of war she depresses commodity prices and can 
thus buy cheaply from abroad. Moreover the fact that she 
requires ever-increasing quantities of foreign supplies for her 
huge armaments lures countries which want to sell their 
commodities (primary products, cotton, minerals, as well as 
foodstuffs and oils) to do business with her by means of barter 
marks and barter clearing arrangements. 

One actual example will illustrate the process. “Germany 
buys Brazilian coffee in excess of her own requirements and 
sells that excess to Hungary. Thereby she (apparently un- 
necessarily) increases her debit position vis-a-vis Brazil, but 
her advantage is that she can increase the corresponding sale 
to Brazil of the throw-outs of German industries or of some 
industrial product which it suits her to manufacture in large 
quantities. Simultaneously Germany improves her credit 
position with Hungary (incidentally to the detriment of Brazil). 
Hungary has to pay Germany either in Hungarian wheat, or else 
in money or credits having an international currency—the 
devisen which Germany so badly wants. 

Germany’ thus forces Hungary (as she does other Balkan 
countries) to furnish her with devisen when she wants them, or 
to adopt the barter-mark system when she wants products and 
not money, while at the same time she gradually tightens her 
strangle-hold on the general economy of Central Europe. The 
various motives prompting the transaction in the case quoted 
are these : Brazil wants to sell as much coffee as possible, and 
she is not going to refuse to sell to Germany when the latter 
offers to buy, even though she may be aware that the coffee is 
not for German consumption but for re-sale to Hungary, 
because, as Brazil knows, Hungary might otherwise fill her 
coffee requirements from one of Brazil’s competitors. On 
her part Hungary must sell her wheat : that is vital for her 
economy (just as coffee-sales are vital for Brazil), and Germany 
is an eager buyer—on her own terms of course! Lastly, 
Germany is the more likely to be able to impose on Hungary 
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the terms on which she will buy Hungarian wheat, because she 
has equipped herself to offer Hungary not only German 
locomotives and ash-trays—which Hungary may possibly not 
want at the moment—but an article of human consumption of 
which Hungary undoubtedly stands in daily need, for coffee— 
outside England—is not an article of luxury, but a necessity. 

The essence of the barter-mark manipulation is, therefore, 
that because that mark is merely a book entry—or, if it is pre- 
ferred, a blocked mark-token—and because it has no inter- 
national currency-value at all (for it cannot and does not cir- 
culate freely), Germany can both control the mutual trade be- 
tween herself and any country which accepts the system, and, 
by that very control, procure ‘ good’ international credit and 
currency whenever it suits her, for she can increase or diminish 
credit and debit balances at will with those countries trading 
with her. 

In the meantime of course the German taxpayer is either 
paying the piper, or will have to settle with that musician at 
some future date, because, inside Germany, subsidies to ex- 
porters must eventually be paid for either out of immediate 
taxation revenue, or out of the proceeds of government bills or 
paper, in other words by means of an inflated currency. It is 
to prevent the obvious inflationary effects produced by excess 
of government bills in circulation that more and more men have 
been absorbed into German industry. What were they to 
produce? The answer is obvious: armaments and more 
armaments, until there are no unemployed but a shortage of 
labour! ; 

The practice of autarky is a giddy affair, for it is top heavy to 
start with and becomes more and more top heavy with every 
addition to it. It must go on spinning in ever-widening circles ; 
otherwise there would be an abrupt stop and a crash. The 
mere velocity of the spin will no longer keep the autarkical top 
upright. The area of spin must be enlarged. Austria staved 
off an evil day of reckoning: its annexation meant more popula- 
tion and a wider economic basis for the Reich. The fact that 
the Reich was, by ordinary calculations, shown to be slightly 
worse off after the Anschluss has nothing to do with the case. 
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Autarky cannot be judged, or its success measured, by the 
ordinary calculations of ordinary economists. It is a thing 
apart, with rules of its own. ‘ It must fail,’ said all orthodox 
economists outside Germany; but they never seem to have 
had any suspicion that autarky was merely the modern version 
of ‘ economic militarism.’ Perhaps they had never heard of the 
term. The fund of general information possessed by experts is 
never very large. In this case, however, it is permissible to 
wonder why British economists paid no attention to the 
economic history of a military country like Germany and to the 
military aspects of German economy. The City could of 
course have seen how things were shaping; but then the City 
never sees anything it does not choose to see. Besides, the 
City had already damned German autarky as unorthodox, and 
that is worse than a papal excommunication. Only, as in the 
case of another celebrated curse, ‘ nobody seemed one penny 
the worse ’—in Germany. In fact, every day and in every way 
German trade was getting better and better. Still, there was 
the condition : the basis must be enlarged. After Austria came 
Czechoslovakia—doubly singled out for attack, because she lay 
in Germany’s path in her Drang nach Osten, and because she was 
a far richer prize than Austria. 

And so it must go on. On March7, 1936, on the occasion of the 
reoccupation of the Rhineland, Hitler said he had no territorial 
demands in Europe. He had said practically the same thing in 
May 1935 when he introduced conscription. He said the same 
thing after annexing Austria, in fact this disclaimer of having 
any further territorial demands to make in Europe has become 
quite a habit. But it means nothing. It has a German mean- 
ing. It is not binding; it is a blind for the rest of the world. 

Germany’s path is towards the Danube lands, and as long as 
the German system of autarky remains, Hitler will have to 
keep on voicing the claim for more population and for more 
territory. ‘Those are the vital necessities of the modern form of 
German economic militarism, for it is important to realize that 
the barter-mark system has been applied with complete success 
to the Danube countries by Germany. The barter-mark has 
been the economic weapon of penetration, preparing the way 
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for the German Army to do its part in the conquest of markets. 
One of the most grievous faults of British policy is that it has 
omitted to consider this aspect of the international situation. 


Before leaving these economic considerations there is one 
other aspect to be mentioned : it may be called the river version 
of the Drang nach Osten. Germany has been actively pushing 
forward the Rhine-Danube canal as her river highway to South- 
Eastern Europe. German economists always cast covetous 
eyes on the Danube, because Germany had no direct national 
river communication with the Mediterranean and the Black 
Sea. The idea of a junction of the Rhine and the Danube is as 
old as Charlemagne, but it was not until after the Thirty Years 
War that the project was seriously taken up. A bishop of 
Nuremberg patronized the scheme of a German engineer to 
join the two rivers by way of the Main, but little carne of it. 
Napoleon also toyed with the idea, as he toyed with so many 
other projects. 

In 1845 something was done by building the Ludwigskanal 
between the Main and the Danube, but only for small boats. 
That was, however, the new railway era, and progress with the 
canal was stopped, so that even the small traffic on the canal 
practically ceased. The project was, however, taken up again 
in the 1920’s and is now to be realized under Field Marshal 
Goering’s impulse. The Danube now flows through Greater 
Germany by way of Austria, and is a valuable link between 
Germany and Hungary, Jugoslavia, Bulgaria and Rumania. 
The Rhine-Danube canal is now planned to be a mighty river 
highway under German control, and its importance is evident 
from an enumeration of the principal towns that will be situated 
along its route from Holland to the Black Sea: Rotterdam, 
Ruhrort, Cologne, Frankfurt, Aschaffenburg, Nuremberg, 
Ratisbon, Vienna, Bratislava, Budapest, Belgrade; then the 
frontier towns between Bulgaria and Rumania, and finally 
Braila and Galatz in Rumania. 


CHAPTER XVI 
Ourselves and Others 


WHAT IS BRITAIN’S POSITION? 


POLITICALLY and economically, no less than geographically, the 
Treaty of Versailles and its supplementary treaties surrounded 
Germany with a number of states which in themselves had no 
adequate means of protection against Germany, if that country 
was ever allowed again to become a great military power. 
Their security was to be guaranteed by the League of Nations, 
for the creation of which England was one of the principal 
sponsors. Twenty years later, however, after serving up a 
British Foreign Secretary’s head on a charger to an Italian 
dictator, a British prime minister declared himself a partisan of 
Realpolitik. The League, he said, had Britain’s platonic 
approval, but Britain’s best policy must be to deal with realities, 
including and more especially at the moment the Italian realities 
in Ethiopia and Spain and the German reality in Central Europe. 
From that moment onwards it became clear that the immediate 
fate of the smaller non-German states south and east of Ger- 
many was to be decided for them by such of their leaders as 
could be induced to go a-hunting with Field Marshal Goering. 
As to the ultimate destiny of the Balkan states, that depended 
thenceforward on the extent to which they were prepared to 
resist on their own account the German Drang nach Osten, with 
a possibility but no certainty that Russia would go to their aid. 
Financially, the day of their complete enslavement to the 
barter-mark drew daily nearer. When that day arrives the 
German Army will be at its zenith and they will be ready to 
drop one by one like over-ripe plums into Germany’s maw. 
Is all that no concern of the British people? The answer to 
that question depends on whether the people of Great Britain 
are concerned or not that German hegemony should be 
established in Europe. In former times the hegemony of any 
power in Europe was blocked by Great Britain through military 
229 


230 Germany Rampant 


intervention on rare occasions, but always by a policy of care- 
fully calculated friendships. To-day there seems to be little 
of care and less of calculation in British foreign policy, so that 
there is small likelihood that German hegemony can be arrested 
except by a Greater War with Greater Germany. Meanwhile 
it is well to bear in mind that the German conception of German 
hegemony is that of the Greek cellular republics : the formation 
of confederations whereby the strong ‘ city’ attached to it by 
force a number of weaker ‘ cities.’ 

When Dollfuss was foully murdered, where was the official 
voice of British public opinion? Was there ever a serious 
suggestion that Britain should break off diplomatic relations 
with the Nazi régime? No doubt we were saving up to have 
enough strength to be firm with far-off Mexico in a chaffer over 
money. When another Austrian chancellor was placed in 
durance vile and later threatened with judicial murder, was it 
ever suggested that we should break off relations with Germany? 
Of course, we had all our time taken up making sure that Ger- 
many would pay the coupons on our loans to Austria! But as 
the soft strains of the old Viennese waltzes were dying away and 
wise Austrians were learning to sing to their Nazi conquerors 
‘You made me love you; I didn’t want to do it,’ what was our 
own place in the Concert of Europe? And what is it now? Do 
we think of the European situation merely in the terms of 
strangely fluctuating frontiers, or of treaties broken or still by 
some oversight intact? Are we inclined to envisage foreign 
affairs simply through an impressionist interpretation conveyed 
to us by a confusion of character studies and caricatures of 
Hitler and Mussolini? Do we personalize the issues and then 
dramatize events in the figures of their protagonists? Do we 
understand anything—and do we want to?—of the peoples for 
whom the clash of race urges and of economic interests con- 
stitutes the normal course of their daily existence? Or do we 
perhaps think to measure the daily agony of continental nations 
by casting apprehensive glances at the latest Stock Exchange 
quotations? 

So striking are the personalities at the head of the totalitarian 
states that there is always the temptation to interpret world 
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affairs in the terms of the appeal which such men make to our 
sympathies or antipathies. Even if the average Briton looks 
beyond the representatives of régimes, he is inclined to think of 
other peoples in terms of himself, usually of course to their 
disadvantage. We do not perhaps consciously adopt an attitude 
of superiority; but we are certainly conscious that a foreigner is 
such a different being from ourselves that unless we can 
translate him into some creature of our own comprehension, or 
fit him into our own three-dimensional conception of what he 
ought to be, he remains as remote to us asa Martian. The few 
Englishmen who understand foreigners—those who like them 
and talk their language—are painfully aware that their own 
countrymen regard them as not quite English, and hardly 
respectable. To ‘rough brave Britons’ there is something 
positively unreal about a foreigner. M. Charles Boyer’s 
English-speaking Napoleon, attended by a clean-shaven collec- 
tion of Americans in Carnival uniforms, is far more real to most 
Englishmen than the little Corsican himself would be if he came 
to life with his Old Guard. 

To our greater confusion, international relations have in 
recent years become distorted by headlines, so that clear views 
and calm thought become daily more difficult. Broadcasting, 
too, has dulled our perception. Wireless communications 
corrupt good anarchs, for translated and sometimes garbled 
excerpts of the impassioned harangues of Hitler and Mussolini, 
as filtered through to our ears by the high priests of Langham 
Place, convey nothing of the hysterical appeal of the Fiihrer’s 
tirades, and but little of the frenzy of the Duce’s declamations. 
It is, however, precisely there that the influence of both 
dictators is to be sought. It is by the collective paranoia they 
create that the dictators become significant. Hitler personifies 
the instinctive aspirations of his people: he is Narcissus com- 
muning with narcissists. The Duce is less a personifier than a 
clever impersonator. His salvation has so far been that he is 
fully conscious not only of the réle he plays, but of the limits 
within which he must play it.? 


11t may yet prove that for Mussolini, as for Napoleon, Spain is beyond 
the limits within which he should have risked his luck. 
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Both men, however, are infinitely less important than the 
problems they temporarily typify, and our difficulty is one of 
comprehension not of an Italian, Russian or German dictator, 
but of Latin, Slav and Teuton. These three abide, and the 
most incomprehensible of them is the Teuton. Perhaps that is 
why so many English people think they understand Germans— 
by a sort of spiritual apperception. They think they under- 
stand German Schwdrmerei when they have translated it to 
mean enthusiasm, whereas for Germans themselves its real 
meaning is fanaticism. The trouble is that both meanings 
spell delusion. Hitler is headlined to-day as the Kaiser used to 
be before the 1914-18 War, the moustaches of both being a 
godsend to caricaturists. In cold fact, however, neither man 
has been anything but a melodramatic incident in Teuton 
development. The differences of time and conditions are 
obvious; but the underlying significance of Wilhelm II, with 
his entourage of Eulenburgs and Biilows, and of Hitler, with his 
clique of Goerings and Goebbels, is that both Kaiser and 
Fihrer are not prototypes but merely by-products of their 
generation. They typify the fundamental aspirations of the 
Teutonic race at different stages of its evolution. Those aspira- 
tions are domination by force and cajolement, but never by co- 
operation. Hohenzollern Lohengrins and Nazi Siegfrieds are 
not at home at the conference table. That is why we should not 
be misled into bringing peace-offerings to the transitory rulers 
of a nation which has never been at pains to hide the fact that it 
considers war as its supreme destiny. 

War will not be staved off merely because a British govern- 
ment threatens to make British armaments ‘terrifying.’ All 
armaments are potentially terrifying, and British strength in 
that respect can to-day be only relative and never absolute. At 
this stage of the world’s history we cannot hope to use our 
eventual strength in armaments as we once used our Navy, as a 
bogey-man with which to frighten naughty continental children 
or ensure deferential esteem and coupon-payments on the part 
of nations overseas. Meanwhile our only known policy in 
recent years has been that ‘ we do not want to burn our fingers ’ 
—a combination of Safety First with Business as Usual. The 
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suspicion is, therefore, entertained by foreigners of all races and 
creeds that, whatever our chameleonic policy at any given 
moment may be, our underlying political principle is egoism. 
The British Prime Minister’s attitude at the time of the Eden 
resignation was held to define the policy of the British Govern- 
ment as being ‘every man for himself and the devil take the 
hindmost.’ That interpretation went echoing round the world 
with sinister emphasis, confirming not only the smaller nations 
of Europe, but the nations of the New World, in their belief 
that the British had ceased to be egoistic hypocrites only to 
become declared cynics. For the Germans a mist of doubt was 
rolled away, and they went rejoicing on their way to Vienna, the 
first stage of their relay race nach Osten. For many French 
people a cherished illusion was dispelled, though their sorrow 
was tempered by their unshakable belief in the man in the street 
in Great Britain. They are in any case not disposed to treat 
prime ministers of whatever nationality as demi-gods, much less 
as oracles, 

It would be futile to underestimate the damage done to 
British prestige the world over by Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s 
so-called realistic view of the League of Nations, and not least 
in those countries which are not members of it. The League 
represents both an idea and an ideal. Not only the United 
States, but dissenters like Germany and Italy and non-con- 
formists like Brazil are fully aware of that, however much they 
may scoff at it. Indeed, their scoffing is the measure of their 
intimate feeling that they have been false to a trust. The 
British Government has long been universally recognized as 
one of the chief custodians of the ideals of the League, and no 
government can with impunity even appear to betray a prin- 
ciple. The principle was precisely the one for which British 
statesmanship had traditionally stood: the sanctity of the law 
as the bulwark of political freedom. It was the achievement of 
well-informed British policy for several centuries to make the 
furtherance of Great Britain’s material interests coincide with 
the apparently disinterested defence of moral principles in 
international relations. British ministers in the past may have 
paid little more than lip-service to democracy; but they did not 
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destroy illusions about British reverence for moral principles by 
proclaiming that to make sacrifices to serve democracy was a 
sham, and that the better way was to envisage the ‘ real thing.’ 
For a British minister in our day to have granted British natural- 
ization papers to a policy as traditionally un-British as Real- 
politik is the more damaging to our prestige because it is inter- 
preted abroad as confirmation of a ‘damn the foreigner’ 
attitude which the foreigner suspects is the real sentiment of the 
milords who they think, perhaps rightly, govern this country. 

Many Britons, but hardly a majority, might say they do not 
care what the foreigner thinks about them, provided he treats 
them with proper respect. ‘ We pay, therefore we command 
respect’ is a common attitude, especially among Britons 
domiciled abroad. But foreigners to-day are fully aware that 
we do not pay, when it does not suit us. Thus the grandilo- 
quent talk about our being punctual payers is a pricked bubble. 
It is at any rate quite certain that if the disdainful attitude typical 
of so many Britons abroad continues, we shall have no friends at 
all in our hour of need. _ If the isolationists at home have their 
way, we shall have the honour and glory of being left all alone 
in that hour, with nobody predisposed to help us and not 
enough money left to buy off any enemies, while our credit with 
which to inspire alliances is rapidly diminishing. If, further, 
we implement isolation politics by talking pretty to dictators in 
a vain attempt to save our capitalists, then we shall achieve 
exactly what the isolationists think they can avoid. One day it 
will be the turn of a French prime minister to fill the réle of 
Schuschnigg. Thereafter it will be the lonely privilege of the 
occupant of No. 10 Downing Street to do so. We are to be 
‘Empire minded,’ the isolationists tell us, and not embroil our- 
selves in European questions. They forget that what really 
binds the British Empire together are ‘the ties of common 
funk,’ as a Canadian writer once put it. If we are strong in 
Europe and honest of purpose, the Dominions will be very 
pleased to sing God Save the King. If we are weak and shirk 
our moral responsibilities, they will sing Sauve qui peut. 

It is of primary importance to our national security to try and 
understand how the foreigner sees us. We have to recognize 
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that when we are not merely unpopular, we are positively dis- 
liked and sometimes hated. Britons abroad are prone to put 
on airs. Receiving salaries far above those paid to local men 
doing just the same work just as well, they add to snobbery the 
folly of being purse-proud. The prestige of British wealth is 
dimmed: the more reason to uphold the lustre of our good 
name and of good manners. As capitalists we have been 
tolerated, but we have rarely been loved for ourselves alone. 
Our code of international policy and our attitude towards other 
nations require considerable overhauling, if we are not to sink 
to the level of a second-rate power, 

If the British Commonwealth is to survive as a democratic 
influence, it is not too soon to consider world problems from 
rather a different angle than has been done in recent years. 
‘ The Briton is a scandalously wealthy man who acts as though 
his money entitled him to show his contempt for “ the native.” ’ 
That is the mirror in which Great Britain is too often reflected 
to the foreigner. There are other, kindlier views of the Briton, 
and there is in every country abroad a small leaven of poorer 
Britons who, though looked down upon by their wealthier 
compatriots, contribute to an understanding of John Bull as 
something better than a purse-proud snob. It is, however, 
because the less pleasing picture is the common view held of us 
that we have so many enemies and so few real friends. The 
Germans have rattled the sabre ever since 1866: they have been 
disliked but respected. Britons have jingled their money-bags, 
and been hated and secretly despised. That is of course grossly 
unfair to at least eighty per cent. of the British people, who have 
no money-bags to jingle and who, when called upon to fight for 
their native land, might well reply that they have no land, for 
they are as much Lacklanders as the most maligned king in 
English history. 

Weare perhaps constitutionally incapable of shaping a course 
in foreign policy in which there is not sooner or later a perilous 
amount of leeway to make up. It is moreover the national 
characteristic of our long-suffering people to make up that lee- 
way in heroic blood and toil when the crisis comes. But times 
have changed; and we can scarcely hope to make good in the 
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future, if we do not cultivate friendships in which the value we 
attach to moral principles outweighs the value we at least 
appear to attach to money. Our good name abroad is still 
worth something. It will, however, be irretrievably ship- 
wrecked, if ever again a British government should give 
foreigners the impression that Realpolitik is the lodestar 
of British foreign policy. 


CHAPTER XVII 
Briton, Gaul and Teuton 


ANGLES OF VIEW 


For the Germans military conquest is in itself an end, and not a 
means to any goal. Conquest is not at the service of any 
political idea. It is an expression of self-assertion—proof of 
the ‘ regeneration of the race.’ There have been other expan- 
sionist nations besides the Germans in history, and there have 
been interventions on a grand scale before Morocco, Spain and 
Austria were turned into a German hunting ground in modern 
times. But there is nothing of the adventurous spirit of an 
Alexander the Great in the German’s composition, nor is there 
anything of the political statecraft of a Louis XIV. German 
political ideas do not go beyond the mass psychosis of people 
who find satisfaction in shouting for hours together the Teuton 
version of ‘ Great is Diana of the Ephesians!’ What Europe is 
therefore threatened with is not any modern version of Napo- 
leonic conquest, but an era of international terrorism directed 
from Berlin and engendered at Berchtesgaden. 

How do the British people living under a quasi-democratic 
system stand in relation to the German people living under a 
‘dynamic’ régime? There is one vital difference to be 
noted in the outlook of the two peoples. The British at least 
understand what is meant by democracy. The Germans will 
never understand its meaning until they have had a revolution 
of their own to obtain it. For the present, their view of parlia- 
ments is that of Cyrus, who said he was not afraid of those 
peoples of Greece who had in their cities a place where they were 
accustomed to meet with the object of deceiving one another. 
That may be a correct summary of one aspect of parliamentary 
life, but it is no explanation of the parliamentary régime. 
Parliaments are at least an attempt, however imperfect, by the 
people to express their will. It has been shown in previous 
chapters that the whole of German philosophy converged on 
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instilling the doctrine that the highest virtue for the German is 
not that he should express his will, but that he should merge 
and identify it in the will of the rulers of the state. For the 
individual—renouncement; for the state—pronouncement. 
Therein lies the explanation of the German necessity for mass 
formation as a collective reminder that the individual still 
exists, though only as a molecule of the state mammoth. 
Without such monster manifestations the German might well 
doubt whether he had any real existence at all. How can 
highly individualist peoples like the English and the French 
come to any real understanding with Germans? They can 
certainly not do so until either they adopt the German attitude 
of mind, or the German begins to adopt theirs; and neither of 
those transformations is likely to happen in this generation at 
least. 

Both rulers and ruled have frequently grown to hate each 
other in Germany, and it is on record that at the end of his 
reign Frederick the Great said he was ‘tired of ruling over 
slaves.’ But so far in their political history, from Arminius to 
Hitler, Germans have shown no ability and only fitful disposi- 
tion to break away from their bondage, and Western democracies 
must never count on the miracle of the German people suddenly 
being smitten with the desire for freedom. Germans have 
contented themselves by having a change of rulers from time to 
time; but they themselves have done nothing to change them, 
and the only times when they have been really lost have been 
when they have been without brutal and domineering leadership. 

Germans who hope that friendship with England will enable 
the Reich to pursue untrainmelled its designs of European 
hegemony, and English people who think an alliance with 
feudal Germany will be the salvation of feudal plutocracy in 
England are both of them over-insistent on the affinity of ‘ race ’ 
between the two peoples. The race argument is specious; but 
even if it were sound, it has no political significance. It does 
not even mean anything nationally. Nor is the so-called 
affinity of language any sounder as an argument. A common 
language is essential to the formation of national feeling. A 
merely political entity may dispense with a common language. 
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It may have three languages like the Swiss, in whose case there 
is no common national sentiment between French Swiss, 
German Swiss and Italian Swiss. There is only a common 
political bond. What unites the three Swiss ‘ races’ is that 
none of them wants to be absorbed by its nearest foreign neigh- 
bour; and the guarantee of Swiss independence is not any 
treaty, but the fact that French, Germans and Italians find it 
useful that Switzerland should exist as a buffer state between 
them. There is no sentimental community of feeling in 
Switzerland. What exists is a community of political senti- 
ment. Thus, though diversity of language does not render 
political unity impossible, it makes it very difficult. Czecho- 
slovakia is the most obvious example of that difficulty. 

On the other hand a common language is not by itself 
sufficient to create a common national sentiment. Americans 
are not English, though some of them cannot help having had 
forbears who were. Nor are British South Africans by any 
means British, so much so that they have converted ‘ kitchen 
Dutch’ into an official jargon called Afrikaans, in order to 
hasten the day when they can, without danger to themselves, 
break away from all political connection with Great Britain. 
Again, as long as Austrians—not Austrian loud-speakers— 
had any choice in the matter they preferred not to have any 
lot or part with the German Reich. It required the inevit- 
able unanimity of a modern plebiscite to make them change 
their minds, just as it required Bismarck’s policy of forceful 
persuasion to convince Southern Germans that it would be 
prudent for them to come under the shelter of Prussia’s 
umbrella. 

It is true that community of race, using that word in its 
narrowest sense, and affinity of language cannot but weigh in 
creating a national sentiment, but they are not the essentially 
vital factors. In fact nations with the most individuality have 
been formed in the absence of any such community. What 
counts in the formation of a nation is its moral structure: unity 
of customs is of far more importance in that formation even 
than race fusion. Many so-called Latin countries would 
otherwise be hard put to it to justify their claim to be ‘ Latin.’ 
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The French are a striking example. The race bases of the 
people of France are pre-Roman: Ligurian, Iberian and, above 
all, Celtic tribes. The conquering Germanic Franks found 
those elements if not cemented, yet saturated with Roman 
culture; to such an extent that they themselves involuntarily 
submitted to its influence and became civilized. On the other 
hand Gaul did not become France until she had been conquered 
by those Germanic barbarians. 

The phenomenon of a foreign invasion creating a nation in 
the modern sense of that word is of course not peculiar to 
France. Spain and Italy are among the obvious examples. 
Russia itself, however heterogeneous, was considered as a 
Slav-cum-Tartar bloc; but it did not achieve political existence 
as a nation until it had been conquered by the Swedes. 

The case of the Frankish conquest West of the Rhine is of 
peculiar interest. The Gallic-Roman people continued to 
display, after as before the coming of the Franks, a character- 
istic so outstanding among the peoples of Europe that it may be 
considered almost unique: it was their special ability not only 
to assimilate foreign ideas and transmute them, but to absorb 
foreign races and transform them. Those powers of assimila- 
tion still distinguish the French among the peoples of Europe. 
It is their tolerance which renders them intolerant of German 
nationalist doctrines. They are far too busy, in their daily life, 
with vivid disputations and subtle transmutations to have any 
patience with ‘ united fronts’ in matters concerning spiritual 
and mental values. Anything like the regimentation of ideas— 
quite distinct from their co-ordination, in which the French 
excel—is repugnant tothem. _It is thus only when the patrie is 
in danger, that there is the union sacrée, not to defend any unity 
of ideas, but the unity of France. It is that receptivity of ideas 
that keeps their culture so vitally alive, so that, though always in 
the vanguard and usually the leader of cultural developments, 
French culture contrives to remain profoundly Latin, while not 
ceasing to be modern among the most modern. The French 
cultural appeal is universal, yet quite French—thoroughly 
balanced and crystal-clear, as though the constant assimilation 
of new ideas and the never-ending process of absorption of new 
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blood operated like some subtle alchemy of rejuvenation, con- 
triving to condition the restless spirit of adventurous change to 
the sane appreciation of facts and practical possibilities. 

It is no doubt in the unity of diversity in the national struc- 
ture, but more especially in the saturation of the national forma- 
tion in Roman culture that the most striking qualities of the 
French people are to be sought: the clear vision and rational 
appreciation of things, which make it impossible for mysticism 
ever to do duty for reason, and—the defect of the qualities— 
mental impatience in the face of undecided situations. 

The English have many of those qualities, and some but not 
all of the composition that goes to produce them. The 
British power of assimilation is poorly developed, if it is not 
indeed entirely lacking. Its place is taken by what the Briton 
flatters himself is his power of adaptation. But that word does 
not mean what the Englishman thinks it means. What it 
means, when the Englishman thinks he has most successfully 
exercised it, is the adaptation by the foreigner of his own point 
of view to that of the Englishman. That is one of the English- 
man’s most outstanding achievements. 

The Englishman reasons by rule of thumb, so that his con- 
clusions are largely a matter of instinct. That instinct being 
usually sound—there is enough Roman foundation to account 
for that—it is rare that the English confuse mysticism with valid 
argument, though the English notion of what is valid argument 
is so fluid that a foreigner can rarely follow it, and it is not 
always very clear to the Englishman who uses it. When an 
Englishman is thoroughly rational he reasons like Mr. George 
Bernard Shaw, and then he is not English. When he con- 
sciously sets himself to have a clear vision of things to come, he 
looks at the world through Mr. H. G. Wells’ eyes and sees 
nothing at all. The Englishman is at his best when he is least 
aware that he is trying to think rationally or see clearly. He is 
then usually able to think clearly and look at things rationally. 

What then remains as a basis for understanding between 
nations? Neither language nor race is enough. The only basis 
is political affinity—the so-called ideology which British politi- 
cians have been telling us for so long has nothing to do with our 
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relations with foreign countries! It has everything to do with 
them. 

If we try and sum up German mentality, more especially in 
relation to the Drang nach Osten, we shall see that many things 
must happen before there can be real understanding between 
Germany and the Western democracies. 

The Germans have from time immemorial made a great point 
of the special virtue attaching to what they are pleased to call 
German loyalty. Karl von Gerok—and he is only one of 
countless instances—who was an eminent pastor and died in 
18g0, in a well-known poem entitled ‘ An Old Story’ has the 
characteristic line: ‘ It is the old story of Gallic (welsch) deceit 
and trickery, and of German strength and loyalty.’ A modern 
definition of German loyalty was given in the Vélkischer 
Beobachter, the official organ of the Nazi party, in March 1937, 
in reply to the papal encyclical protesting against Germany’s 
violations of the Concordat. ‘Even a treaty with the Holy 
See,’ it wrote, ‘has not of itself any sacrosanct value. One 
may have consented to sign a treaty and then, in view of the 
necessities of a changed situation, say ‘‘ No.’ No appeal to 
“* German loyalty ’’ can have any persuasive effect as an argu- 
ment. German fidelity does not signify fidelity to the letter of 
a treaty to the point of suicide. It signifies loyalty to the Ger- 
man people always and in all cases. It is to the happiness and 
grandeur of this people that the work and care of the Party and 
of the State are solely dedicated.’ 

That is perfectly logical exteriorization of the subjective 
instinct in every German. He has nothing to do with any 
objective, reasoned application of codes of honour or of obliga- 
tions assumed. ‘ I start by being right, because I am a German.’ 
That is the essence of the feeling: it is not an argument, as the 
rest of mankind understands such things. The German doc- 
trine of all things being lawful is not tempered by the Pauline 
restriction of all things not being expedient. On the contrary, 
what is expedient is not only lawful for a German, but is trans- 
muted by an esoteric process of ‘regeneration ’ into the sole law. 
The rest is ‘trickery and deceit.’ What remains is German 
‘strength and loyalty.’ There is no possibility of subjecting 
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this concept to reason. Nicht raisonnieren ! The concept is on 
the same plane as the sanctity of the Fihrer, or any other 
aspect of pure Faith. It cannot be proved. It is. 

When therefore we are assured by honest Germanophils that 
the Germans are not aggressive, that they are not appreciated as 
they ought to be, that they are the victims of prejudice, that they 
are the soul of honour, in short that they have all the virtues, it 
is permissible to object that all their good qualities have the 
defect for the outside world of being nationalized and therefore 
not subject to any of the criteria by which alone an imperfect non- 
German world can appreciate them. All the blether about 
German loyalty reduces itself in practice to a game of ‘ Heads I 
win, Tails you lose’ in favour of the German, and Germans 
have no right to complain if the rest of mankind shows but little 
inclination to play in that game. 

On January 30, 1937, the German Chancellor, Herr Adolf 
Hitler, who by solemn agreement in 1936 had promised to 
respect Austrian independence, told the Reichstag and the world 
that the German habit of springing surprises on a startled 
Europe had now ended. ‘ The period of surprises is closed,’ he 
said. The same German Chancellor, however, naturally found 
no difficulty in making such a solemn engagement square with. 
German loyalty, when that ‘loyalty’ demanded that Austria 
should be annexed to the Reich a few months later. Perhaps 
Hitler was right. If other people continue to be surprised at 
anything Germany does it is their own fault. The only 
surprising thing is that anybody should still be surprised. 
Germany’s game is a very simple one and she plays it very well. 
It is Putsch and Take. 

After the Anschluss, Germany’s position became of para- 
mount importance to the Western democracies. But what was 
Italy’s position? A distinction must be made between Italy’s 
‘ Latin’ affinities and the Duce’s personal power policy. In 
neither case, however, is it in Italy’s interest to see an unduly 
aggrandized Germany. On the other hand, Duce and Fiihrer 
have certain bases of understanding that will for long give many 
headaches to the Western democracies. In implementing her 
Drang nach Osten policy Germany’s position vis-a-vis Italy is: 
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‘Tam fulfilling relentlessly the old German dream of eastward 
expansion, and I have, as a justification for my march, German 
colonies in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Lithuania, 
Esthonia, Latvia, the Ukraine and elsewhere. We will not 
say anything for the present about the Tyrol, for in any case you 
have been doing your best for some years to transfer my Ger- 
man populations from that district and scatter them throughout 
Italy, and you reduced them by sending them to Abyssinia too! 
But I am the natural suzerain of all the Balkan lands. They do 
not concern you, and in any case I am stronger than you are. 
Therefore if you will help me in my ambitions, I will help you in 
yours.” 

Italy’s position towards Germany is that she has no choice but 
to agree. ‘I will,’ she says, ‘leave you a free hand in the 
Balkans and the Danube basin. In exchange, I count on your 
support in my Mediterranean ambitions, and I too can urge 
that I have Italian populations to “ rescue.” There are Cor- 
sica, Nice, Malta, Tunis, Algiers and Egypt, and overseas there 
is the New World. But try and not precipitate a European 
conflict in your Drang nach Osten. Of course I am your friend 
and ally; but do not forget that whatever the result of a general 
conflagration, you and I would disappear: you would return to 
your house-painting and I to the editorship of a small newspaper, 
if nothing worse befell us. We were born of the disturbances of 
the 1914-18 War. The next war will produce chaos and other 
leaders. Let us at least walk warily.’ 

It was in the Hohenstaufen tradition not to stop at the 
Brenner, but to go on to Rome, Naples and Sicily. In modern 
times Trieste and Pola were Austria’s great commercial and 
military ports, and now Austria is German! The Duce himself 
described Trieste, before the Anschluss, as ‘ the lungs of Austria.’ 
But no doubt Italy will know how to wriggle out of that diffi- 
culty. She owed her political unity in large measure to France 
in 1859, and she profited by France’s weakness in 1870 to 
occupy Rome. She broke her pact with the Triple Alliance in 
1915 in order to serve her own interests; and, because her 
appetite was not satisfied, she ranged herself against her old 
Allies after the 1914-18 War. The Italian case in Europe is not 
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really difficult. Half-a-dozen Duces could not make the 
Italian people take up arms with any enthusiasm against the 
French. But politically, Italy’s rulers have always sold their 
political aid to the highest bidder. 

Germany’s case is different. She has nothing to sell, and 
transactional concessions are out of the question. She can only 
blackmail and hope to be allowed to go on being a nuisance, 
because none of her opponents has the wit to stop her without 
risking the lives of millions of people. In the German Weltan- 
schauung—in the German conception of world politics—the 
German Will has to be imposed, and there is no room for barter. 
If the rest of the world will not come to the German heel, so 
much the worse for the rest of the world. Germany still has 
one very strong suit to play. She knows that the moneyed 
classes in many nations, and not least in England, are attracted 
by the forceful methods of Germanism as expressed in the 
ruthless ways of Nazism. Those classes exist too in Poland, 
once a dire sufferer under Prussia, and in Jugoslavia and 
Belgium, some of whose leaders choose to forget that their 
countries owe their very existence as independent nations to the 
ten million men who fought and died in 1914-18 under the 
impression that, however imperfectly things might eventually 
work out, at least the world would be freed from the German 
menace to freedom. 

In the New World the Nazis have overstepped the mark both 
in North and South America, bringing on themselves the 
antipathy of people who were otherwise not disposed to regard 
them with disfavour, and who indeed rather admired from a 
safe distance the prowess of Nazidom in Europe. When the 
Nazis, however, emboldened by their success in Europe, began 
to apply their methods to South American countries, they found 
they had brought a hornet’s nest about their ears. So they 
desisted, and continued their subterranean work of making as 
many South American countries as possible satellites to the 
German barter-mark. 

In Europe the Nazis have been uniformly successful, because 
from the beginning nobody said them nay. They are economic- 
ally much more strongly entrenched in Spain than the Italians. 
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In Rumania, Hungary and other Central European countries 
they have known how to put on severe economic pressure by the 
application of the various modalities of the barter-mark so 
dexterously manipulated by Dr. Schacht as the economic 
spearhead of the Drang nach Osten. In the particular matter 
of the Sudeten Germans, the Nazis merely bided their time, 
well aware that they still had on their side the moneyed classes 
in England and France, who are scared out of their seven senses 
whenever the word Communism is mentioned, and whom 
Hitler can easily preserve as his allies by waving the Bolshevist 
bogey whenever it suits him. 

Article 80 of the Versailles Treaty guaranteed the independ- 
ence of Austria and Article 81 that of Czechoslovakia. On July 
11, 1936, a bilateral pact between Austria and Germany solemnly 
recognized the full sovereignty ’ of the former. But that did 
not stop Germany from annexing it; and it was not likely that 
a mere clause in the Versailles Treaty, repeatedly denounced by 
Germany as a Diktat, would prevent Hitler from dealing with 
Czechoslovakia as he thought fit when the opportune moment 
arrived. He hoped and worked for that opportunity to be 
hastened through the moneyed classes in England and France. 

The order of the day all over Europe is ‘ Make way for Ger- 
many.’ There is nothing new in that cry. Nazi Germany has 
merely picked up the threads of Bismarck’s Germany and 
Frederick the Great’s Prussia, and is weaving the whole of 
Central Europe into the pattern of Pan-Germanism. 


CHAPTER XVIII 
Balkan Races 


SOME HISTORICAL ASPECTS 


FUNDAMENTALLY, ‘trouble in the Balkans’ is always the 
effervescence of the race conflict between Teuton and Slav, with 
the Magyar there to complicate the issue. The multiple pro- 
blems arising out of that conflict can be properly appreciated 
only by a minute study of the special position of each political 
entity forming what is known as Central Europe, and it would 
be misleading to attempt to reduce those problems to a single 
work, much less a chapter. International conspectuses can be 
as deceiving as company prospectuses. In recent months our 
views of Central European problems have necessarily been 
foreshortened by the study of special aspects, more especially 
of those concerning Czechoslovakia. It may, therefore, not be 
amiss to take up our stand in the period before 1914, in order 
the better to distinguish the salient features of Balkan problems, 
before the 1914-18 years and the turmoil that followed had 
fixed the new frontiers with which we are all now familiar. 

The nationalities-map of the old Dual Monarchy of Austria- 
Hungary explains in itself much of the origins of Europe’s 
present troubles. It is also a reminder of the extremely 
difficult problem with which the framers of the Versailles and 
following treaties were faced in their task of redrawing the map 
of Europe. Moreover in fixing new political frontiers they 
had to take into consideration the economic necessities of each 
new political entity they created. Their task was admirably 
discharged for a Europe that hoped to live in peace. 

Somebody thinking to flatter Richard Wagner when he was 
at the height of his fame remarked to him: 

‘ Of course, Rienzi is not one of your best works.’ 

“Oh, isn’t it?’ said Wagner, bridling. ‘ Well, you go and 
write one.’ 

To the facile critics of the Versailles Treaty one is sometimes 
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tempted to say: ‘ Well how do you propose to draw the map of 
Europe? How are you going to exclude minorities? How are 
you going to include mineral and other economic resources 
within purely ethnical frontiers? In any case how are ethnical 
frontiers to be fixed?’ The only reproach that can fairly be 
addressed to the framers of the Versailles Treaty is that they 
had not the gift of prophecy. They did not anticipate that the 
Drang nach Osten was so potent that, within less than a score of 
years after the signature of the Treaty, it would be the dominant 
factor in European politics. 

The nationalities-map accompanying this chapter does not 
purport to be more than a general picture of the distribution of 
populations in 1914, because only the parish registers of each 
village and district could determine, and then only with relative 
accuracy, the multiple ethnical divisions and ‘ islands ’ existing 
in the Danube basin. A Croat marries an Italian and lives in 
Hungary. What is his ‘ minority nationality?’ A German 
marries a Serb and they settle in Rumania? To what ethnical 
division do they belong? A Sudeten German is married to a 
Slovak and they live in Prague. To what country do they give 
their loyalty? 

Central Europe is, then, a conglomeration of peoples differing 
from each other in race, language, religion and history, and 
their political frontiers have been more often determined by the 
hazards of destiny than by political treaties. The latter have 
for the most part merely served to ratify a conquest or a betrayal. 
Broadly speaking, four races live there in conflict, their order in 
numerical strength being Slav, Teuton, Mongol (or Magyar) 
and Latin. None of these races is homogeneous, least of all 
Slav and Latin. 

The Slavs may be grouped as North Slavs and South Slavs, 
and these two groups must then be sub-divided. As North 
Slavs must be included the Czechs of Bohemia and Moravia, 
Slovaks, Poles, Ruthenians and Galician Russians. These 
peoples are separated from each other by certain linguistic 
differences. 

In the South Slav sub-division come Slovenes, Croats, Serbs, 
Dalmatians and the inhabitants of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
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The last three peoples are all ‘ Serbs ’ by race and language, but 
are separated by differences of religion. Croats and Dalma- 
tians are Roman Catholic, while Serbs are Greek Orthodox. 

Latin, as applied to Central Europe especially, is of course 
only a relative term. It includes the Rumanians from a 
cultural point of view and to some extent from that of race, but 
in the latter respect there are strong Slav and other admixtures. 
There are then the Italians of Trentino and Trieste. They, too, 
are much mixed with non-Latin blood. As has been pointed 
out in an earlier chapter, so intricate are all the blood mixtures 
in the Balkans that the nomenclature of proper names is no safe 
guide to ‘ race’ or nationality. 

In this race jumble the Latins are separated, the Italians and 
Rumanians being West and East, and the Slavs North and 
South, the Magyars forming a central ‘ island’ round which 
the other mixed nationalities cluster. 

Austrian Germany shares that central position with Hungary 
and it was their united geographical position which helped to 
unite Austria and Hungary as a dual power forcing their 
hegemony on their foreign neighbours and oppressing the non- 
Austrians and non-Magyars within their borders.. German- 
Austrians held Czechs, Slovaks, Slovenes and Italians in sub- 
mission, while the Magyars oppressed Croats, Serbs and 
Rumanians. The Magyars, it may be noted, have many race 
affinities with the Turks, who themselves left indelible traces 
all over the Balkan peninsula. Over considerable periods the 
daily performance of ‘the trivial round, the common task’ 
helped to establish among all these peoples a modus vivendi 
which, from being precarious, might have become gradually 
more stable, had it not been for the hatreds and rivalries en- 
gendered by the constant friction between oppressor and 
oppressed—friction which was exacerbated by the stupidities 
and injustices of absolutist governance. 

What helped to keep alive nationalist feeling, which flamed up 
with increased intensity at every fresh sign of political intoler- 
ance, was the fact that practically all these various peoples could 
claim to have been sovereign states in the past, each with its own 
capital. There had been the kingdoms of Bohemia, of Hun- 
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gary and Croatia; independent duchies and grand duchies of 
Transylvania, Upper and Lower Austria arid the Tyrol, and a 
number of feudal baronies. Each had at one time had its own 
constitution, its own Diet and government, and its own codes or 
charters of historic rights and laws. 

By marriage and inheritance among the feudal lords, how- 
ever, each of these peoples had gradually been absorbed under 
the sceptre of the House of Habsburg, and there had thus been 
united under, and in fact in, one personage the titles and 
domains of the archdukes of Vienna, the counts of Trent and so 
on. On the merger of their territories into the feudal domain 
of the House of Habsburg, however, the various peoples had 
been jealous to secure from their feudal lord new treaties in 
guarantee of their historic rights. The Habsburgs were better 
at signing treaties than at observing them, so that the whole of 
their policy from the seventeenth century onwards was directed 
to welding all the heterogeneous elements over which they held 
feudal sway into a centralized absolutist state, by suppressing 
every semblance of the historical autonomy which those varied 
elements had once enjoyed. Feudalism and the utmost rigours 
of serfdom prevailed right down to 1815. Thereafter Metter- 
nich, who had been scared out of his wits by the liberating 
influence of the French Revolution and of Napoleon, ruled with 
a rod of iron until 1848. His Gestapo and his secret agents 
enabled him to suppress all liberty, and a censored press and 
controlled University teaching throttled any free expression of 
opinion. Like the Duce in 1938, Metternich ended by refusing 
to give passports for the inhabitants of the Habsburg domains 
to leave the country, in case they should be contaminated by 
revolutionary ideas on seeing for themselves how much better 
off the people in France were! 

But the waves of the French February Revolution of 1848 
swept on as far as Vienna, and Metternich made a hurried 
escape from popular wrath by hiding in his ditty linen basket 
and being driven to safety by his washerwoman. The history 
of the subsequent bloody supression, not of a revolt or a 
revolution, but of a plea for a minimum of liberty, embodied in 
a petition of rights by oppressed peoples, is part of the long 


252 Germany Rampant 


history of reactionary government by the Habsburgs in Central 
Europe. 

The Diet of Hungarian nobles kad taken the precaution of 
emancipating their serfs in March 1848, in order that they might 
be able to claim their independence from the Habsburgs as a 
united people. To crush the Hungarians nothing less than a 
war was necessary, and even so the German Austrians were 
obliged to call in Russia to their aid. That aid was from one 
absolutist monarch to another. Czar Nicholas I was afraid 
that the revolutionary spirit might reach Poland! 

The Austrian-German reaction to this new spirit of liberty 
was typical. It was the absolutist one of still further enslaving 
the subject peoples, and adopting a policy of trying to Ger- 
manize them. In that, the rulers at Vienna were not success- 
ful: they lacked the Nazi technique of refinements of cruelty. 
It was only when he went off to the Italian wars that the 
Emperor Franz Josef found it prudent to grant Hungary its own 
constitution. But the Magyars took care that none of the 
Slav peoples within their borders should share that liberty with 
them. On the contrary, the Magyars were now not only free, 
but free to oppress. Thus was definitely established the dual 
hegemony over Slav minorities, more especially over the Czechs 
in Austria and the Croats and Rumanians in Hungary. Eventu- 
ally, however, the Hungarians ended by granting considerable 
autonomy to the Croats, who had their own Diet at Zagreb to 
deal with internal and local affairs. The Croats were also 
represented by a delegation in the Magyar Chamber at Buda- 
pest, where there was, besides, a special Hungarian ministry to 
deal with Croatian affairs, while the Ban at Zagreb—the 
governor general—was appointed by the King of Hungary, 
Franz Josef. The Hungarians were always inclined to be 
harsher with the larger Rumanian minority within their 
frontiers than with the Croats. Hungary, it must be remem- 
bered, is even to-day a country of large feudal estates, and the 
ruling classes there have all the defects and virtues of grands 
seigneurs. 

Only a few years after the Austrian defeat at Solferino, came 
the Prussian victory over Austria at Sadowa, and the Emperor 
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Franz Josef hastened to sign the famous Compromise—the 
Ausgleich—with Hungary. That was in 1867, and in the 
following year the Czechs claimed from Austria their historic 
rights on the lines of those accorded to the Magyars. But the 
Emperor was not disposed to make new concessions. Repres- 
sive measures, however, had no effect: in fact agitation grew, 
so that by 1871 the Emperor found himself constrained to 
publish a rescript solemnly recognizing the historic rights of the 
kingdom of Bohemia. By it, he undertook to be crowned King 
of Bohemia at Prague, as he had been crowned King of Hungary 
at Budapest. ‘The Czechs were further to have a constitution 
similar to that of Hungary. In short, the House of Habsburg 
would have become a Triple Monarchy and there might have 
been peace in Central Europe for many years and some sort of 
consolidation of the Habsburg lands into a firm political entity. 
But it was not tobe. The concessions did not suit the German- 
Austrian minority in Bohemia. Nor did they suit the German 
Fiihrer of the day, Prince von Bismarck., The Iron Chancellor 
was quite prepared to leave Austria to deal as she thought ‘fit 
with her Danube peoples, but only on condition that the 
German minority there was not subjected to the indignity of 
seeing other races—the majority—enjoy equal political rights 
with people of German blood. 

It is remarkable how very much alike are the situations which 
German rulers create from one generation to another! Even 
more striking perhaps is the strong family likeness all German 
Fiihrers have borne to each other ever since the days of Armi- 
nius of pious memory. Bismarck was angling for an alliance 
with Austria at the moment, and did not want to see Slavs in 
any commanding position there. That was a political objec- 
tion, not a matter of race, for, unlike a later German Chancellor, 
Bismarck was perfectly normal, not hysterical. Besides, his 
policy was always to be on good terms with Russia, not because 
she was a Slav nation—that did not weigh with him one way or 
the other—but as a powerful political neighbour of Germany’s. 
There was, however, a special, personal reason why Bismarck 
was particularly spiteful towards the Czechs. Alone among all 
the peoples of Europe, they had had the moral courage to 
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protest against the bombardment of Paris by the Germans in 
the 1870 War, and against the German annexation of Alsace- 
Lorraine after it. 

There are indeed many traditional ties between the French 
and the Czechs. Prague owed much to the semi-French 
dynasty of Luxemburg, and the blind Emperor-King, Charles 
IV of Bohemia, was killed fighting in the French ranks at 
Crécy. It was, too, a French architect, Mathieu d’Arras, who 
was called in to beautify the city of Prague with some of the 
masterpieces of French ogival art. 

In 1871 therefore, a bare two months after its publication, the 
imperial rescript granted to the Czechs by the Emperor Franz 
Josef was withdrawn, and the Gestapo of the day might have 
been seen hunting out all the copies of it that had been distri- 
buted. They were confiscated as subversive literature! From 
that time onwards, it was the Germans of Germany, far more 
than the Germans of Austria, who made the Czechs the object 
of their scorn and hate. The House of Habsburg, Germany’s 
‘ glorious second,’ backed up that hatred by multiplying oppres- 
sive measures against its Czech subjects. From 1879 onwards, 
the language question, about which the Germans make such a 
to-do to-day, was, in an inverse sense, one of the main instru- 
ments by which the Czechs were daily made to feel their 
political servitude. 

At the same time, Germany was pushing on her Drang nach 
Osten, with Austria as the spear-head. Bosnia and Herzegovina 
were technically under Turkish suzerainty; but they were in 
fact quite Slav. In 1878 the Emperor Franz Josef ‘ occupied ” 
those provinces in order that they might have the benefit of a 
benevolent Austrian ‘ administration ’ and be ‘ saved ’ from the 
‘terrible Turk.’ He actually annexed them—very quietly, 
like a thief in the night—in 1908, and nearly precipitated 
a European War six years before Germany had completed 
the Kiel Canal and was ready for her 1914-18 War. In 
1878 the attitude of the peoples of the occupied provinces 
towards their ‘saviours ’ was—to use a really apt colloquialism— 
“Thank you for nothing!’ They regarded themselves as part of 
Greater Serbia, never of Austria. The German-Austrians 
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were not best pleased, because the occupation cost them more 
than two hundred million kronen. The Slavs already within 
the Dual Monarchy frowned on the subjection of their Slav 
brethren to the House of Habsburg. Serbian Slavs were 
furious because they regarded the occupied territories as his- 
torically part of Slavdom. Finally the Magyars were very 
angry, because the addition of the two provinces meant a great 
increase of the Slav element within the Dual Monarchy. But 
the German Drang nach Osten is inexorable. The only man in 
Europe, outside Germany, who seemed thoroughly pleased 
about the whole matter was Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of 
Beaconsfield. 

As for the Emperor Franz Josef, having done Germany’s 
bidding, he decided to pursue a new policy of his very own. In 
itself the policy had much to recommend it; but it required 
political courage, moral character and enlightened sagacity, as 
well as the determination of profound conviction, if ever it was 
to be carried through successfully. No Habsburg had ever 
been over-blessed with any of those qualities, and in Franz 
Josef they were conspicuous by their absence. In this, as in 
other matters, he was governed by personal caprice. The 
motive of the Emperor’s new policy was a sudden desire to free 
himself from the overbearing domination of the small camarilla 
that governed his realms and made of him no more than an 
Imperial and Royal rubber stamp. He threw out his ministers 
and adopted a federalist policy towards his Czech, Polish and 
Slovene subjects. 

The Czechs were allowed to have their own university at 
Prague, and official documents for Bohemia were published in 
Czech as well as in German. The Sudeten and other German- 
Austrians did not mind that much, because they already had 
their own university at Prague. But what aroused a tempest 
was that, in 1897, civil servants in Bohemia were required to be 
bi-lingual. That might seem quite a harmless measure, be- 
sides being just. Still we must not forget what bi-lingualism 
sometimes means. It was, for instance, precisely the bi- 
lingual measure in South Africa that eventually and for analo- 
gous reasons was the death-blow to English influence there, out- 
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side Johannesburg, where the influence is Jewish. In any case 
the Sudeten Germans were up in arms against the 1897 measure. 
All educated Czechs spoke German. But the Germans—like 
the English at a later date in South Africa—had never demeaned 
themselves by learning the ‘ inferior ’ language of an ‘ inferior’ 
people! Thus Germans were automatically eliminated from the 
civil administration of Bohemia. The German reply was 
characteristic. Violent obstruction was organized in the Cham- 
ber, inkpots flew through the air, fisticuffs were exchanged and 
the President was dragged from his chair. ‘This was followed 
by the Nazi technique of provoking incidents and disorders in 
the street, and fomenting subterranean intrigues to work things 
up toarevolt. The Emperor lacked the courage of conviction, 
and in February 1898 he revoked the language decree. 

It was now the Czechs’ turn to obstruct; and so successful 
were they that the Chamber could not pass the bill renewing 
the Austro-Hungarian Compromise by the legal date. Franz 
Josef got over that difficulty by prolonging the Compromise by 
imperial decree. That state of tension between German- 
Austrians and Czechs lasted till 1907. Meanwhile things were 
not well between Vienna and Budapest. A strong party in 
Hungary, under Kossuth’s son, aimed at more than merely 
equal rights with Austria under the Habsburgs. It wanted a 
complete separation, or at least a form of auto-administration 
which would have been tantamount to it. More and more 
concessions had to be made to Budapest, until by 1914 the 
Dual Monarchy was being governed by the Hungarian magnates. 
All the while, the races subject to Hungary—the ‘ Rumanians ’ 
of Transylvania and the Slavs—regarded Rumania and Serbia 
as their motherland. The Czechs on the other hand did not 
direct their gaze outwards: their aspirations were merely for 
independence within the old kingdom of Bohemia. 

It was early in the 1900’s that the Sudeten Germans, sedu- 
lously fed with Pan-German propaganda from the Reich, began 
on their part to demand the Anschluss with Germany. By 
1907, however, in spite of no great love between Austrian- 
Germans and Czechs, mutual hatreds had cooled, and both had 
settled down to live on better terms with each other. The truce 
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thus gained was short-lived, and in October 1908, on the annex- 
ation by Austria of Bosnia~Herzegovina, the Czechs grew 
alarmed at the obvious danger to themselves of what they 
rightly perceived was a further move forward in Germany’s 
Drang nach Osten, from which they would be the next sufferers. 
Old mistrusts awoke, and old hatreds were re-kindled: all were 
to flame up in the following years and then, as wise observers 
knew must happen, the blow fell. In July 1914 the widening 
of the Kiel Canal was completed, and German dreadnoughts 
had a free passage from the Baltic to the North Sea. The next 
month Germany declared the war designed to carry her trium- 
phantly to the conquest of Central Europe. 


CHAPTER XIX 
War in his Heart 


THE GERMAN PSYCHOSIS 


THE enquiry which has been attempted in the foregoing 
chapters may perhaps not justify any forecast of future events, 
and in any case it was Cassandra’s fate not only to be disbelieved, 
but eventually to be murdered as a public nuisance. It is, 
however, possible to foresee that the trend of events in Europe is 
governed by two main factors: German economic militarism, 
which is an immediate danger to the peace of the world; and 
the social problem, which was rendered more acute by the 
1914-18 War and then complicated by the turmoil which 
followed. 

At the risk, then, of a little repetition, we may try and 
summarize the conclusions to which our inquiry has led. 

Germany’s evolution is not susceptible to outside influence. 
It is a process which is peculiarly German in being almost 
voluntarily impervious to non-German conceptions. That was 
not always so. There were two periods—during the years of 
enthusiasm which followed the French Revolution, and for a 
few hectic months. after the February Revolution of 1848— 
when it seemed possible that democracy might take root East of 
the Rhine. But the seed of liberty fell among the thorns of 
German feudalism and was choked. For the past century 
German evolution, politically because psychologically, has gone 
its own way, inaccessible to Western ideas and wholly untouched 
by Western ideals. The German ‘sat remote from all, a 
melancholy man’ when the political game was afoot in the rest 
of Europe. He was nevertheless fortified in the abiding 
strength of his own philosophy of militant nationalism, precisely 
because he was alone. Schiller summed up the German 
psychosis when he said that the strongest man stands alone. 

Germania is a tragic figure in her self-imposed solitude of 
pride of race. There can be no reasoned political friendship 
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between democracies and Germany, for Germany’s only terms 
are that rational considerations—which are the Western ideal— 
must bow to Oriental mysticism—which is the German ideal. 
Until some ground of mutual understanding is found, there can 
be no friendship. Meanwhile German evolution obeys im- 
pulses of its own, and those impulses know no law. 

There is one other point to be remembered. Germany has 
never honoured her signature unless it suited her. She never 
for one moment intended to pay the reparations to which she 
was subject by her signature of the Treaty of Versailles. That 
policy of default was not invented by the Nazis. In January 
1922 the German Chancellor, Briining, after a conversation 
with the British ambassador at Berlin, declared that Germany 
would not pay her debts. 

It is almost a truism to say that Nazism is the modern-day 
form of Pan-Germanism. The technique is different; but the 
idea is fundamentally the same. 

It is of little use discussing economics, much less politics, with 
Germans or their rulers. They are a law unto themselves: 
there are always mental reservations even when there is apparent 
agreement on any particular point. As to the race question, 
that is not open to discussion at all, because race superiority is 
an article of German faith as indisputable as the infallibility of 
the Fihrer. Discussion is always futile, unless there are points 
of contact in outlook or at least some possibility of agreement on 
major premisses, and there is nothing in common between 
Germany and the Western democracies either in outlook or in 
fundamental conceptions about the rights of man. In an 
interview through the highly unsatisfactory medium of an 
interpreter, Adolf Hitler spoke on a recent occasion to Lord 
Londonderry in genuine horror of the French Revolution, not 
of its excesses but of its results. That might seem a curious 
attitude on the part of any man to-day, and even more so on 
Hitler’s part—a man who throughout his meteoric political 
career has always appealed to the masses, But it must never be 
forgotten that Hitler is not one of the people: he does not issue 
from those ‘ masses’ which would simply not have existed as a 
political force, but for the French Revolution. Hitler is a 
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bourgeois déclassé—a man who was a failure until he was caught 
up into the discipline of the German Army. 

Yet Hitler’s horror of the French Revolution was not illogical. 
It was German logic. (he masses in Germany have never 
been regarded, even by so-called Socialists, as anything more 
than a voting bloc which might and could be regimented into 
putting down the mighty from their seats, but never under any 
conditions into exalting the humble and meek.) The humble 
and meek have no place in German conceptions of the ideal 
German social structure. German impulses to revolt or 
revolution were never more than the idea of replacing one 
exponent of the Higher Authority—Obrigkeit—by another 
exponent of the same doctrine. The German people wanted it 
so, and still want it so. ey have always been so busy looking 
for a leader that they have never had any time to think of the 
State as a political structure in which the individual might and 
should be free.) They have never been through the storm and 
stress of revolutionary feeling.) Their Sturm und Drang was an 
intellectual-poetical flight of fancy—a mystically religious 
experience enjoyed by the chosen few, and leaving the common 
people completely untouched. The people have never aspired 
to throwing off the shackles of the Higher Authority. They 
have at times sought for governors whose yoke would be slightly 
easier than the one under which they were at the moment 
groaning, and whose burdens might weigh rather lighter on 
them than those they were at the time supporting. 

When Mr. Asquith, therefore, told the people of Britain at the 
outbreak of the 1914-18 War that, apart from British treaty 
obligations about Belgium, we were engaged in the noble and 
altruistic task of freeing the German people from the yoke of 
Prussian militarism he was talking nonsense, though there is 
little doubt he sincerely believed what he said. There is also 
little doubt that quite a number of the people of Great Britain 
still hold the same belief about ‘ the poor German ground down 
under the heel of Nazi militarism.’ In this respect the inaugura- 
tion and progress of the Nazi régime is on all fours with the 
imposition of Prussian militarism on Germany in 1870. Hitler 
admits one per cent. of dissentients in his own country to-day. 
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Even if there are five per cent. that will not justify our thinking 
that the Germans are not in a solid block behind their Fihrer. 
The parallel is worth examining, because it gives a good 
historical perspective for the appreciation of German national 
sentiment to-day. 

However difficult it may have been for Prussia to impose her 
sway over the rest of Germany before 1870, and though that 
result could scarcely have been achieved had not Bismarck done 
a little forgery in the matter of the Ems telegram in order to 
unite the German princes in a war against France, the resistance 
to that unification of Germany had come not from the German 
people, who had never been consulted, but from the German 
kinglets and princelings, and not least from Austria, which still 
regarded the Habsburgs as the legitimate heirs of the Holy Roman 
Germanic Empire and, as such, as the historic suzerains over 
such German territory as Prussia had not wrested from her in 
1866. But if the common people were profoundly indifferent 
to the unification of Germany under Prussia, and in some cases 
even hostile to it, they soon grew to admire Prussian efficiency 
which had not only given them the glow of victory in which all 
Germans, without distinction of state or religion, had partici- 
pated, but had carried that efficiency triumphantly into the 
organization of German everyday life. Germans have an 
instinctive love of organization in itself. Jewish bankers and 
Jewish merchants had done the rest. They organized German 
industry for export, and imparted a rhythm to German trade 
such as had never been known before either in Germany 
or outside it, for they were able to operate a state-controlled 
economic machine: economic militarism. They were also 
able to count on the full support of the City of London. 

By 1914, after only forty years as a united Reich, the German 
people were intensely proud of their national achievements and 
of the military machine they paid for. They were united in 
thought and outlook in a way that no Act of Union has ever 
succeeded in identifying the outlook of the English and the 
Scot after more than two centuries. But it is important to 
remember that German national union had not been achieved 
as the result of the bitter strife and turmoil of political rivalries 
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and their occasional peaceful compromise, or as the result of 
social conflicts or popular urge. It had in fact not been 
achieved at all. It had merely happened, almost accidentally, 
as a kind of apotheosis of a facile victory over the French; so 
much so that Bismarck himself was doubtful whether the 
German Empire idea would ‘ go down’ with the German kings, 
princes, dukes and other feudal rulers. Neither he nor his 
royal master nor the Crown Prince of the time was in the least 
concerned about the feudal dependants of those princelings— 
the people. There was no popular movement towards unity. 
There was merely a political move to impose Prussian-German 
leadership in Europe at the expense of Austria. The Hohen- 
zollern dynasty, with all it implied, was to be placed in a pre- 
ponderating position vis-a-vis the Habsburg Monarchy, and the 
latter was to be used both as the Ostmark against Russia and as 
a jumping-off place for an economic Drang nach Osten in 
preparation of economic-military expansion in Central Europe, 
just as Dr. Schacht has prepared the economic way for Ger- 
many’s drive in this generation. 

Bismarck himself was at any rate under no illusion about how 
the German-speaking peoples regarded the matter of national 
unification. That was why he eventually decided to whip them 
into it, for the German considers the whip not merely as a 
decisive argument but as a very good one. Bismarck was well 
aware that the unification idea had no historical force behind 
it, much less any popular support. That was why he had vigor- 
ously opposed it and carried through his own scheme of welding 
together a ‘ Lesser Germany ’ during the Frankfurt discussions 
of 1848. Like Hitler he was scared of social democracy. 
Had German unity proceeded from the 1848 discussions there 
would have been the groundwork of German democracy and of 
Liberal ideas in Germany. To Bismarck, as to Hitler, that 
spelt chaos. Unity had to come through the military machine 
or not at all. Bismarck shared the typically German view that 
‘against democrats only soldiers avail.’ German unity was 
merely part of Bismarck’s European chessboard policy with 
which the people, whom he profoundly despised, had nothing 
whatever todo. He had successfully scotched any likelihood of 
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the people having any say in their destinies at the Diet of Frank- 
furt, for he realized that the members of the Diet did represent, 
though imperfectly, the aspirations of the common people for a 
modicum of liberty; and if their projects for the political 
unification of the German peoples had been successful, a 
democratic spirit—or, as Bismarck considered it, a revolutionary 
spirit—would have been awakened. 

It is precisely that same revolutionary spirit which Adolf 
Hitler fears, for his own rise to power was born of the grumb- 
lings and discontents, as well as the ram-you-damn-you 
political views, of the beer-stained tables of a German pothouse. 
He also knows that, because of the absence of any political 
considerations among the German masses, he could never have 
come to power, nor can he retain himself and his party in 
power, without the support of the ruling trinity in Germany: 
the landowners and especially the Eastern Junkers; the power- 
ful industrialists; and the Army. He must be instinctively 
aware, for his instincts are thoroughly German, that because in 
her life as a nation Germany has never passed through the fiery 
test of any real revolutionary movement, the revolutionary 
experience is one which she still has to maké. Revolution is an 
inexorable necessity for the welding of nations, and the Fiihrer’s 
greatest efforts are strained to prevent that upheaval. Those 
efforts are the key to all he says and does—to his foreign 
policy, no less than to his domestic policy. 

Persecution of the Jews at home and the economic discom- 
fiture of democracies abroad, to say nothing of intrigue and 
intervention in foreign countries, have as their unconfessed 
objective the warding off of that grim and inexorable fate which 
demands that no nation can advance towards self-expression 
and the practice of individual liberty, except through the burn- 
ing fiery furnace of political revolution. The English hate the 
word ‘revolution,’ and think they can conjure it away by 
dropping its first letter. What is nevertheless certain is that 
social justice and full personal and political liberty can be 
achieved only by painful clashes of the personal interests that go 
to form political convictions. Hitler would not, however, be 
the typical German he is, if he did not think it possible to 
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achieve the ‘ German miracle’ of avoiding that trial for Ger- 
many. He proposes to achieve political stability by a purely 
German process; and in that attempt he carries with him the 
instinctive feeling of the great majority of the German people. 
Never a real revolutionary at all, he views the revolutionary 
stage of political evolution with undisguised horror. Germany 
knows a better way—the German way. She thinks to achieve 
her destiny by the typical German process of a mystically 
esoteric self-purification: by regeneration—the philosopher’s 
stone by which so many German philosophical alchemists 
proposed to transmute all German aspirations into the purest 
Rhine-gold. Thus by instinct alone, the ex-house-painter 
has arrived at the very philosophy which it took all the German 
university professors so much mental toil to evolve and 
such dialectical skill to defend. The results will no doubt be 
thesame. When the last Hohenzollern philosopher had spoken 
and seen German philosophy faithfully translated into the terms 
of the 1914-18 War, the Germans were politically as uneducated 
as they were when Luther told them that their station in life 
was that of serfs. ‘ No revolt,’ he told the peasants, ‘ ever came 
to a good end,’ while his repeated advice to the German prince- 
lings as to how they ought to treat their starving peasantry was 
“Kill them! Cut their throats! Let them feed on hay! The 
only way to bring them to their senses is to shoot them down 
without mercy.’ 

And Dachau and all the other concentration camps of Nazi 
Germany are witness to-day that the sanctity of government by 
terror is implanted with Lutheran simplicity in the heart of 
every German ruler and of every contemptible petty German 
police despot. ‘The sanctity of the Higher Authority! No 
wonder Adolf Hitler turns cold at the word ‘ revolution’ and 
wears out his vocal chords in hysterical appeals to everything 
instinctively savage in the breast of his German audience. For 
there is only one danger for Nazism. It is that the people 
should have time to think. The wild welter of words and the 
appeal to the savagery of arms as the atavistic glory of the Ger- 
man people are designed to create sufficient confusion for the 
still small voice of reason never to be heard. It is incidentally 
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a voice which Hitler has never in his life heard; and in that 
respect too he is typically German. 

In the meantime the Nazi régime owes its series of spectacular 
successes to the fact that the rulers of the Western democracies 
have directed their foreign policy not towards the defence of 
democratic principles, but to the protection of the profits of 
the moneyed classes throughout the world. They have sought 
not peace, but profits. They have ensued not God, but 
Mammon; and in the service of mammon, principle after 
principle has been abandoned. That is the real explanation of 
the now classic retreat of the democracies before the demands 
of the dictators. Whatever the future may have in store, one 
fact stands out as clearly as at any time in Europe’s history: 
there can be no appeasement by capitulation to Germany. 

How then does Europe stand to the social problem? In the 
years that followed 1789 every country in Europe seethed with 
the conflict between reactionary forms of government and the 
striving for personal and political liberty. The 1914-18 years 
presented one aspect of that conflict, in that it was claimed that 
the fight was one between despotic monarchies and democracy. 
Precisely because that was the accepted issue which the War was 
to decide, the result of it was stalemate. The real issue at 
stake was the social problem of Europe, and it was not even 
thought of at Versailles, much less discussed. President 
Wilson had declared professorially that the War was to make 
the world safe for democracy, and as the War had apparently 
been won, democracy was apparently safe. The world can 
never be made safe for anything or anybody, for life itself is the 
most hazardous of all adventures. However, nobody was dis- 
posed to probe too deeply into any problem in 1919, except that 
of settling down to peace once more. Thus the social problem 
was left in suspense, because man was tired of slaughter and did 
not want to think, but to enjoy. 

After the first disillusions of peace, however, humanity was 
rapidly brought face to face with the unsolved problem. Then 
arose a new school of economists, which despised the classical 
school and, talking interminably in terms of cycles and index 
numbers, illustrated its learned treatises with hills and valleys 
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which it called graphs. Meanwhile men and women starved. 
The economists did not quite ignore the social problem, but 
they refused to face it squarely. They talked round it: in fact 
they said the problem was economic. It was not: it was social. 
They eventually half-admitted the social aspect, but said that 
the problem was to be dealt with in terms of economic sociology 
or else of social economy, in contradistinction to the theories, 
which incidentally they have never disproved, of the old school 
of political economists. In all that, however, the real question 
was being begged. The issue is this: A social problem arises, 
when there is a profound sense of injustice in the breasts of the 
majority of the people. The problem is thus in the first 
instance psychological, and not economic at all. The problem 
is that Western civilization is grounded on Christian doctrine, 
but that the practice of Christian precept is a dead letter. 
Europe’s problem is the problem of Dives and Lazarus, and 
what Chaucer called their ‘ diverse guerdon.’ That problem 
was never more acute than to-day. 

It is not a question of deciding whether totalitarian forms of 
government are to supersede democratic forms, but whether 95 
per cent. of humanity in every country is to be governed by the 
remaining 5 per cent. The solution of that problem has be- 
come further complicated by the knowledge and conviction of 
the vast majority of poor people that the 5 per cent. of all 
countries join hands to protect their own interests. The only 
International that is really effective is that league of inter- 
national 5 per centers. Each of the governing minorities 
directs the attention of the masses outwards, acting on the mote 
and beam principle. The democracies are to arm against 
totalitarian oppression, while the masses in totalitarian states are 
bidden arm against the dangers of bloody Bolshevism. In 
both cases—that is how the matter appears to the masses in the 
democracies—the people is invited to fight the ruling system 
in other countries. Thus, as they see it, when the slaughter of 
the masses has depleted their economic powers of resistance, the 
5 per centers will have no difficulty in fortifying their own posi- 
tion in each country, whether that country call itself democratic 
or totalitarian, fascist or bolshevist. The State is to be 
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supreme, whether as a bureaucracy or a moneyed class, and the 
majority is to be slave to them both. 

With this feeling of injustice and poverty growing every day 
more vivid, it may therefore be anticipated that unless the 5 per 
centers let loose the dogs of war before full realization of all this 
has reached the great majority, the next war may begin as a 
fight in which the 95 per centers will take up arms against the 
foreigner, but may quite well develop at an early stage into a 
conflict in which peoples in arms will turn their weapons against 
those whom they consider their oppressors at home. The 
struggle of those who have none of the good things of this life 
may develop into an attack on those who have too much wealth 
—a generalized European civil war, in comparison with which 
the Spanish civil war will appear in retrospect to have been the 
tamest of curtain-raisers. 

Such a civil war might quite possibly start in those countries 
whose governments appear to have their people best in hand. 
But once started, the revolt will spread. Germany might be the 
first, more especially if she suffered an unexpected military 
reverse. Not that Germany has not been far ahead of most 
other countries in the flesh-pots-of-Egypt type of social legisla- 
tion. Nobody for instance used more repressive measures 
against the Socialists than Bismarck; but he took care to give 
occasional sops to Cerberus, and Germany, before 1914-18, led 
the way in social legislation. As far back as 1883, German 
workers had assurance against sickness; in 1884, against 
accidents, and in 1889 against old age and infirmity. How 
many years did it take ‘democratic’ England and ‘free’ 
France to arrive at that stage? The Nazis, like Bismarck, have 
known how to stem the tide of popular clamour for better condi- 
tions, and not only the Nazis but the despised Weimar Republic, 
which built model garden cities for workers and model factories 
with the money which English and American capitalists were so 
eager to lend them. Man, however, does not live by bread 
alone, nor can his immortal soul find comfort in improvements 
in plumbing. The revolt of the poor is inspired by a sense of 
injustice—the injustice of the flagrant inequalities he sees 
around him every day of his life. His revolt may be less against 
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the squire, towards whom, as often as not, he bears no ill-feeling 
at all, than against squirearchy; but it is a feeling of revolt none 
the less. 

German revolt when it comes will not be againct Squire 
Hitler, but against the German squirearchy which saw to it that 
once they had hoisted Hitler into power, he should be their own 
henchman, since they could not turn him out. German 
industrial magnates insisted on a totalitarian armament drive 
as the best means of keeping the 95 per centers quiet, by pro- 
viding work for all and bread for all. They then directed 
Hitler’s daemon? against the Jews in Germany, for Hitler would 
never have gone on with that part of his programme if both the 
Junkers and the industrial magnates had not encouraged him to 
do so, in order that he should forget about those other parts of 
his programme which were directed against themselves. That 
suited the Nazi leaders excellently: the spoliation of the Jews 
brought wealth to their coffers, while tirades against the 
democracies ‘in the pay of Jewish capitalism’ provided a 
convenient justification in the eyes of the German people for the 
better evasion of the payment of the Versailles indemnities. 
The Army was simultaneously re-created, but only of course ‘in 
order that Germany might regain her feeling of self-respect,’ 
and never for implementing threats of military conquest! The 
whole was then camouflaged with the Swastika and set to the 

1 The July Revolution of 1830 did not succeed in re-establishing a repub- 
lic in France, but only in substituting an Orleans for a Bourbon on the 
throne. Commenting on those events Heine wrote: ‘It is an old, old 
story. From time immemorial it is not for itself that the people bleeds and 
suffers but for others. In July 1830 it won the victory for the very bour- 
geoisie which, as good-for-nothing as the noblesse, took the latter’s place 
with equal egoism.’ In Germany the July Revolution was followed by 
several petty revolutionary attempts made not by men who had ‘ the 
principles of the Revolution’ at heart, but by fanatics whom Heine con- 
temptuously dubbed Teutomanen. Such men, he said, would no doubt 
have fought in ‘our ranks’ as good republicans. But he was entirely 
sceptical of their sincerity ; ‘ they were merely revolutionaries because they 
thought that was the “' spirit of the age.'’’ “I did not fear they would be 
disloyal during the fight,’ wrote Heine, ‘ but after the victory. Their old 
nature—the repressed Germanism-complex (Deutschtiimelei)—would have 
broken out again. They would have stirred up the raw populace against us 
through the sinister incantations of the Middle Ages; and those incanta- 
tions—a mixture of primitive superstition and daemonic (ddmonisch) forces 
of the earth—would have been stronger than all the arguments of reason !° 
(Heinrich Heine : Uber Ludwig Borne, 1840.) 
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music of the Horst Wessel song, while on the spiritual side Bis- 
marck’s Kulturkampf was given a modern twist in a race theory 
linked to neo-paganism. Those may be crude methods, but 
they are merely a modern version of Pan-Germanism. 

In France the 5 per-centers have a more difficult task, and it 
is for that reason that the French live in a state of constant 
political turmoil. In England, the 5 per-centers have an easier 
task than in France, in spite of skirmishes at question time in 
the House. The French are both fierce and contemptuous in 
their efforts to obtain their liberties, which is why they reserve 
to themselves the right to turn out their governments with 
nothing like a week’s notice. The easy-going Briton prefers to 
let things drift, hugging the illusion of freedom. That illusion 
satisfies him for long years on end, for he is a slave to what he 
considers good form. His eventual salvation is no doubt that 
from time to time he does something to make the illusion more 
of a reality, while the present salvation of his political leaders is 
that their principal efforts are directed to the preservation of the 
illusion. Meanwhile the Briton may hear on the radio, only 
what an extremely expensive monopoly chooses to serve up to 
him, because it would be ‘bad form’ to allow such vulgar 
things as advertisements to intrude on the delicate ears of the 
British public through the medium of any independent British 
broadcasting station. Yet the Briton would protest, if he were 
told that his freedom of speech was being curtailed. When the 
Briton’s wife uses washing soda or his children drink milk, they 
do so at a price and in quantities prescribed for them by 
monopolies. His glass of ale and his pipe of tobacco are the 
product of trusts and large concerns which have killed the small 
trader and created profitable monopolies in multiple form, with 
highly-paid boards of directors who contribute nothing to the 
earning capacity of the concerns they purport to direct. If an 
Englishman is hungry after eight o’clock at night, he cannot buy 
a loaf of bread, because the big bakers have said he may not. 
For the simplest remedy the free-born Briton must first of all 
go to a close corporation and pay guineas to one of its members, 
before a chemist will dare to sell it to him. If an Englishman 
thinks he would like to tempt Dame Fortune, he finds it is 
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illegal to buy a lottery ticket: he must go to another close 
corporation which exists, only because Church and State have 
decided that betting by lottery is immoral, but that getting 
credit from bookmakers is both justified in the eyes of God and 
highly profitable to the State. 

All this is indeed a form of freedom ‘ which in no other land 
will thrive,’ and the Briton hugs it as his ‘ sole prerogative.’ 
There is nothing fierce about an Englishman’s love of freedom, 
and he looks back with distinct disapproval on the patriots who 
were responsible for cutting off Charles I’s head. It was ‘ bad 
form.’ The sly opportunism of a General Monk, and the 
double-crossing of a Marlborough were, on the other hand, 
performed with that decorum so dear to British hearts. Those 
acts were accompanied by the passing of public moneys, by the 
usual crop of peerages, by a properly conducted publicity 
campaign to ratify a fait accompli ‘ for the good of the nation,’ 
by the largesse of bunting, and by speeches on the virtues of the 
free-born Briton. Later on in the world’s history, when the 
Frenchman was at his fiercest in his struggle for liberty, and 
was cutting off a number of heads to drive home his argument 
about equality, Burke was sententiously talking to the British 
people about the virtue of ‘ political maturity ’ without which 
no people had any right to aspire to political freedom. And the 
Briton has been maturing ever since. In the meantime he has 
not succeeded in doing much more than exchange the old-time 
territorial monopoly of government for the financial and trading 
monopolies which now govern his daily life. The latter have, 
however, been sufficiently prudent to place round their transac- 
tions the label of ‘ political liberty,’ and it is amazing what a 
Briton will swallow if it is wrapped up in a nice label. 

The Germans started out in pursuit of freedom under an 
enormous handicap. That is why they refuse to be bound by 
the rules of the game, and have tried so many short cuts. On 
the other hand, the German is not really less free than the 
Briton. It is his interpretation of freedom that is different, as 
different as is the Frenchman’s from the Briton’s. Striving to 
liberate his soil from a French invasion which he had welcomed 
with open arms when it came to free him from the serfdom of 
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his feudal magnates; then rising as a ‘race’ to free himself 
from a republican invasion which had degenerated into Napo- 
leonic domination; uninstructed in political science, abandoned 
to his own devices by a disdainful German school of intellec- 
tuals, summoned to the worship of war and to the immolation 
of his personal freedom by a school of pseudo-philosophers* 
whose only care was to bolster up the doctrine of the Higher 
Authority, and failing miserably in 1848 to invent even the 
simplest forms of that political machinery by which he might 
eventually have achieved a modicum of political liberty, the 
German gave up the problem and once more submissively 
bowed his head to the dictates of his dukes and margraves, only 
to wake up one day and find that, over his head, Prussian arms 
were welding the German states into a political unity and that 
he was called upon to spill his blood in battle to provide the 
cement for that union. His habit of passive obedience was thus 
transferred from his feudal chiefs to the new war lords, who told 
him he was forging a great German Empire for a great German 
people. The easy victories of 1866 and 1870 made him 
conscious that he was part of a Nation in Arms. He became 
conscious of his destiny: that was, he remembered, what the 
philosophers had taught—German Destiny through the sub- 
mission of the individual to the Higher Authority. Then they 
were right, after all! The revulsion of feeling was as tremendous 
as it was inevitable. The German became overnight conscious 
not of his personality, but of the worth of his individuality as 
part of the State. He had never understood all that democratic 
talk of freedom; besides—that was how he worked things out 
—it was all too complicated : discussions and meetings, diets 
and parliaments, talk and more talk, revolts, and police inter- 
ventions, it was all highly troublesome and then nothing ever 
seemed to get done, no goal was ever reached, everything went 
on as before, and in any case it was wrong to revolt against 
authority. Now all that was over; and the German marched 


1 The scholarship of German philosophers is not in question. But what 
ultimate reality can there be in scholarship which is unillumined by a 
balanced and therefore kindly appreciation of human values ? ‘ Though I 
speak with the tongues of men and of angels....’_ A philosop! ‘hich does 
not lead to sanity and tolerance—to ‘sweet reasonableness '—is not a 
philosophical doctrine at all. It is a dialectical mystification. 
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on self-conscious of his own greatness as a cog in a successful 
military machine. 

For the German, 1914-18 was merely a bad interlude—a kind 
of nightmare of untruth. It could not be true; it must not be 
true; it was nottrue. There must be a Fiihrer—the leader the 
Germans have always clamoured for. And then came Adolf 
Hitler, the man who could not only talk to the multitudes in 
language they understood, but who himself was profoundly 
convinced of the value of the spoken word. ‘ I know,’ he wrote 
in the Preface to Mein Kampf, ‘ and history teaches that great 
movements have been commanded far more through energetic 
speeches than by the writings, however violent they may be, of 
authors.’ The spoken word and the wireless! ‘ It was a lie. 
Germany had not lost the 1914-18 War. The military machine 
was faultless. Germany had been betrayed.’ 

We have seen what willing tribute the German pays to that 
military machine, and why. The German feels about it what 
the Englishman feels about his electoral machine—that it is his 
ultimate salvation, indeed his only salvation. The Briton 
always feels—which is true—that he can at a pinch vote any 
government out of power if he wishes to. ‘The German feels— 
which is equally true—that he can rely on his military machine 
to save his country from chaos. And both English and Ger- 
mans have a wholesome respect for what they consider orderly 
government. Neithcr Germans nor British get precisely the 
governments they want, because the military machine and the 
electoral machine cannot supply them. That is not the way 
those machines work. But they do produce over relatively long 
periods stable forms of government. Whether those forms of 
government are good or bad does not unduly preoccupy the 
Briton or the German. There is virtue in mere stability. 
Stability is the obvious corollary of an all-powerful army within 
the German state, while stability has been held up to the 
British as a sure sign of ‘ political maturity.’ In both cases the 
individual is a political robot. The difficulty for the govern- 
ments in both countries, however, is that no robot has yet been 
invented that will go through its motions in perpetuity. 

Meanwhile there is this difference. The British by no means 
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worship their electoral machine, but the German adores his 
military machine. He makes sacrifices for it. Neither he 
nor the Frenchman waits until sufficient inducements are held 
out to them to ‘join the army.’ Their patriotism demands 
sacrifices and they make them. But here again there is an 
important difference. The Frenchman’s grumble about the 
necessity of having to serve with the colours is human. The 
German’s adoration of the machine that catches him up is 
hysterical. The Frenchman respects his army. The German 
immolates himself on the altar of militarism. It is his Rock of 
Ages. That is what makes Germany in Arms so dangerous for 
the peace of mankind—that and the economic militarism which 
I have explained in an earlier chapter. Other nations have 
ruefully admitted that their armies have been defeated. The 
German army has never been defeated—that is the German 
taboo, not Nazism. Hitler is only the modern witch-doctor, 
the more devoted to the Army, since he himself only ceased to 
be a wastrel when he was caught up into it and realized how 
simplified life can become by casting one’s burdens on the 
military war lords directly the sergeant-major bawls ‘’Shun!’ 

The social question remains, then, as Europe’s fundamental 
problem—not from the angle of economics, but from that of the 
widespread sense of injustice. That is the problem that will 
never be solved until there is a new atmosphere of ‘ goodwill to 
all men.’ The other aim of ‘ peace on earth’ is impossible of 
achievement as long as German economic militarism exists. 
It must be fought and beaten quickly in the economic field. 
That could be done by speedy, courageous and patriotic 
resolution in England, more especially in London. It would 
require sacrifices, but it is Europe’s only chance of peace. 
Fair words are useless, for in the meantime German militarism 
exists as a constant war-threat. As long as German leaders can 
direct the flood of Have-Not feeling outwards and onwards, 
their Drang nach Osten will be continued. And the moment 
they feel there is the slightest danger of any disintegration at 
home, the Nazi Party will see to it that Germany in Arms 
looses off its guns against the foreigner, and not against them- 
selves. 


s 
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Hitler’s definition of the Germanic peoples as a Gesamtvolk— 
a people that is and must continue to be integrated, and 
Henlein’s declaration that the Germanic peoples all over the 
world and more particularly those in Central Europe must 
place themselves ‘ under the laws of the German Volkstum ’— 
the people in being—are expressions characteristically mystic in 
their German vagueness. But there is in them the subtle idea 
of military cohesion, of a solid mass of men on the march—of an 
army. 

— On July 29, 1938, Dr. Goebbels said that ‘the democratic 
world cannot understand us.’ Comprehension is perhaps not 
so difficult as Dr. Goebbels imagines or chooses to say. But he 
struck the right chord for his German audience, for not even 
the most professional American advertising expert could teach 
him anything about how ‘ to put over ’ propaganda destined for 
consumption in Germany. The German likes to feel that 
others do not understand him; and, above all, the military 
machine must be shrouded in a veil of adorative mysticism. 
At their most romantic, the German Romantics were militarists. 
Novalis, the highest exponent of the German Romantic Move- 
ment, said that Germanism (Deutschtum) was not confined to 
any particular State, and, true to the German impulse to be 
mystic at all costs, he claimed to ‘ Fichte-ize better than 
Fichte.’ In these days of storm and stress non-Germans might 
murmur— 


Novalis is stranger than Fichte, 
But Goebbels is stranger than both! 


But that does not mean that Germans are as incomprehensible 
as they themselves think they are. 

Romanticism is no doubt justified of its children. In 
France it produced the mysticism of passion and the mysticism 
of democracy. In Germany it produced asethetic mysticism 
and the mysticism of race. In England, as usual at Halfway 
House, it produced a mixture of both the French and German 
products. But neither the French nor the English allowed 
Romanticism to cloud their political conceptions. Politics 
continued to be a dirty business, irksome but necessary, like 
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emptying dustbins. The Germans had no politics. They 
amused themselves at times with political intrigue, but the dust- 
bins remained—unemptied. It was the Military who came and 
kicked them away, making the nauseating dust and stench of the 
1914-18 War. But the blue-eyed military dustman in Germany 
is also the Knight of the Holy Grail who hails from a ‘ far and 
unapproachable land.’ Under the new All Highest War Lord, 
the Fiihrer, the German is once more conscious of his mission. 
The powers of democratic darkness will be overthrown, and 
German truth and German honour will prevail. Conscious of 
his destiny as the Regenerator of Mankind, the German strides 
on to World Conquest or Downfall. 


CHAPTER XX 
The Unsolved Problem 


* So shaken as we are, so wan with care, 
Find we a time for frighted peace to pant....’ 


Tue foregoing pages had been written, and were being typed, 
when the European crisis moved swiftly to its dénouement at 
Munich—but not to its epilogue. 

Nothing that happened in September at Berchtesgaden, 
Godesberg or Munich in any way modifies any aspects of the 
problem which is Germany. One thing has at least been more 
clearly demonstrated. It is that, owing to causes which have 
been analysed in the preceding chapters, peace in Europe is 
possible not on honourable terms such as democracies would 
wish, but only on the terms of a German dictator. 

At this stage too, therefore, it may not be amiss to take up our 
stand once more at the angle of historical perspective. 

Czechoslovakia, the keystone of Western democracy in 
Central Europe, is no more. It has been handed over to 
Germany for her to make of it a fortified base from which the 
Drang nach Osten can proceed with greater ease. Poland, 
Hungary, the Ukraine, Jugoslavia, Bulgaria and Rumania, 
more or less in that order—to say nothing of Macedonia in the 
south and the smaller north eastern states of Europe—have 
been franked to German intrigue in furtherance of the German 
policy of world hegemony. The disaster of war had to be 
avoided at the last minute. True. But the price of bad states- 
manship in London, and in a lesser degree in Paris, through a 
score of years, has been that Germany is the gainer no less 
economically than politically, and that German prestige the 
world over was never more enhanced. As the editor of one of 
the leading South American economic reviews wrote to me, ‘ the 
Germans are now feared more than ever, but respected more 
than ever: the respect inspired by fear, no doubt, but still it is 
respect. England’s prestige here has suffered a grievous blow, 
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for she is no longer respected.’ Meanwhile the problem of 
Germany still remains as the dominant factor hindering the 
peaceful solution of Europe’s social problem. 

It was frequently alleged, when the people of Great Britain 
began to be aware that such a country as Czechoslovakia even 
existed, that the Czech government had no right to endanger 
the peace of Europe by pretensions to decide the fate of its own 
country, and in support of that line of thought it was urged that 
at the best Czechoslovakia was only ‘ an artificial state ’ created 
by treaties. The argument is neither good nor specially applic- 
able to Czechoslovakia. It can be applied with equal justice to 
all the Balkan states, and indeed to practically all the political 
frontiers of Europe. All of them are treaty frontiers, either 
specifically or in the sense that but few of them are natural 
boundaries. The Bohemian frontier, as it happened, was 
actually both a natural and an historic frontier! Even in the 
case of the so-called Great Powers their frontiers are never 
absolutely ethnical or natural. The Rhine, for instance, is 
obviously the natural boundary between France and Germany, 
but Germany is immensely the gainer by the fact that the Rhine 
does not, throughout the whole of its course, constitute the 
political frontier. Moreover in the matter of the Balkan states, 
it was not so long ago that Turkey was their suzerain and that 
they were merely provinces of the Ottoman Empire. Wars and 
the resultant conferences and congresses gave birth to the 
treaties which, as far as was humanly possible, established poli- 
tical frontiers for separate national entities. The boundary 
lines could of course never content everybody, but they 
served to avoid major quarrels among the major powers and to 
reduce the chances of armed conflicts in and between the smaller 
states. As a practical interpretation of the principle of the 
balance of power such frontiers served their purpose, as long as 
the Great Powers played fair. It came to grief when Berlin 
and Vienna tried to tip the balance in their own favour in 1908 
and 1914. 

The much-criticized Treaty of Versailles had at least this to 
its credit, that it liberated from oppression some seventy million 
people of Europe, the majority of whom were under a Germanic 
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yoke which non-Germans always find intolerable and which 
Germans fully intend they should. Perhaps the great defect of 
the Treaty of Versailles was that it showed particular mercy to 
the country responsible for the hell of 1914-18. Germany lost 
No territory to speak of. The population of Alsace-Lorraine is 
not ‘ pure French’ but much less is it ‘ pure German,’ and to 
hand back those territories to French administration was not 
only to strengthen France’s military defence against a future 
German onslaught—it was to aid that future onslaught that 
Bismarck insisted, as he himself said, on having those provinces 
—but to hand over the populations to a paternal government and 
free them from a military tyranny. The financial indemnities 
imposed on Germany in 1919 were not so excessive as many 
Germanophils succeeded in persuading the world they were. 
It was because Germany had no liquid capital resources and 
had been a bankrupt over-trader since long before the War that 
reparations had to be imposed in such a way that they offered 
Germany every loophole for non-payment. For infinitely less 
provocation, France in 1871 had to lose Alsace-Lorraine and 
valuable coal and iron deposits, and to pay an indemnity to 
Germany far more crippling, at the money-values of the time, 
than the reparations which the Allies fondly hoped to get from 
a country which throughout its history has specialized in 
fraudulent bankruptcy. Moreover German troops occupied 
France until the last centime had been paid, after having 
kicked a valiant enemy, which was down, by the studied insult 
of proclaiming the new German Reich in a palace with such 
historic memories for the French as Versailles. The French 
were not Germans. They did not whine. They swallowed 
the bitter medicine of humiliation, hastened to pay in full long 
before the end of the time-limit fixed by the conqueror, and 
rehabilitated themselves morally and politically. 

As regards the Central Europe frontier question—for that 
is Europe’s immediate question—it was Germany itself which 
was mainly responsible for the establishment of the Balkan 
political frontiers as they existed until1g14. In 1878 Bismarck 
had long since been accepted in England as the conquering hero 
of Europe, and the results of the Berlin Congress were his work, 


The Unsolved Problem 279 


but with England’s support. The fate of the Balkan peoples, 
decided at that Congress, was inspired by England’s fears of 
Russia, just as England’s weakness in face of the 1938 crisis 
arose from fear on the part of the moneyed classes in this 
country of having anything to do with ‘ Bolshevik Russia,’ even 
though that policy meant sacrificing a small and gallant people 
to the mercy of a jack-booted German gangster. The cupidity 
of Austria-Hungary, as well as the personal rancour of Bismarck 
against France and Russia, also played its part in 1878; but the 
deciding factor—as in 1938, though under different conditions 
—was that our foreign policy had long since been directed to 
‘ blowing in the German band.’ 

The Berlin Treaty of 1878 was the joint work of a German 
Chancellor and a British Prime Minister. It cynically placed 
the Macedonian Christians once more under the heel of the 
Moslem Turk and thereby prepared the way for the Balkan 
Wars of 1912-13 and for the War of 1914-18. Those Balkan 
wars did not go the way Germany hoped and believed they 
would, for the Balkan states beat the German-instructed Turk 
before quarrelling among themselves. But despite their quar- 
rels, they stood as a Slav bloc barring the way of Germany’s 
Drang nach Osten. ‘That was why Hohenzollern Germany of 
1912-14 decided to pursue an active ‘ power policy ’ even if it 
meant risking a world-war to obtain her ends—just as Hitler 
confessed in 1938 that he meant plunging the world into war, if 
that were necessary for gaining the objectives of Nazi Germany. 
In 1878, England played into Germany’s hand by backing 
Germany in a treaty which prevented the unity of the Serbs and 
handed over Slav minorities to the tender care of short-sighted 
Austrian officialdom and to oppression by Magyar magnates. 
By that treaty Austria-Hungary was definitely converted into 
the spearhead of the German drive to Salonika and the Aegean 
Sea. 

Bismarck described the two British delegates at that famous 
congress as ‘ the old Jew’ and ‘ the man of wood painted to look 
like iron.’ It was left for the English partizans of both to 
discover which of them represented Peace and which Honour. 
England’s lack of policy since 1935 could have no other result 
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than that a British prime minister should once again play into 
Germany’s hand. 

Nazi Germany has toa large extent been successful in making 
a number of people think there is something positively repre- 
hensible, if not immoral, in a country having its frontiers fixed 
by treaty. That point of view has its value for a country 
like Germany whose political doctrine is to recognize neither 
treaties nor frontiers, but to justify its expansionism by an 
appeal to race. Probably, however, even the most ardent 
Germanophils would not go so far as to claim that the re- 
creation of Holland at the Congress of Vienna was a political 
immorality. Yet its frontiers were so designed that the Nether- 
lands might, by their mere existence as a political entity, act as a 
buffer to any further imperialist designs of an already defeated 
France. 

It was in obedience to the same principle that Czechoslovakia 
was created. Her frontiers were fixed in order that a state 
might exist, economically as well as ethnically equipped, to be a 
good central nucleus for a mixture of races in Central Europe: 
moreover the historic frontiers of Bohemia provided a natural 
rampart to guarantee the new state against future German 
aggression.! The frontiers of the other Balkan states were fixed, 
after 1914-18, with the same regard for ethnical and economic 
necessities. Henceforth, however, European frontiers are to 
be decided not in conference, but at the dictate of a country 


1In his Gross-Deutschland: Die Arbeit des 20. Jahrhunderts (‘ Greater 
Germany: The task of the twentieth century ’'), published in 1911, Otto 
Richard Tannenberg wrote : 

‘ The time of preparation has lasted long enough : from 1871 to 1911— 
forty years of purposeful effort on land and sea. The time has now come 
for the bitter strife of war, for victory and conquest. We must win new 
territory—lands to be colonized by German peasants who shall be the 
fathers of future warriors in still further conquests. Peace is an ugly 
word. . . . Since we have the power, there is not the slightest need to search 
for any grounds for making war’ (p. 18). 

‘The German people can never allow the territory between Silesia 
Saxony, Bavaria and Austria to fall into the hands of a foreign state, nor 
can it tolerate the formation of any small Czech State there. Possession of 
the Sudeten lands is a question of life and death for the German people, 
and any contrary conception must be rejected as profoundly hostile to 
Germany, to be resisted sword in hand if necessary ’ (p. 42). 

Tannenberg’s ‘ New Habsburg Monarchy ’ was to consist of the ‘ King- 
doms of Hungary, Poland, Rumania, Serbia and Bulgaria’, after the in- 
corporation of Austria and the Sudeten territory into the German Reich. 
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which we are asked to believe has no further territorial ambi- 
tions in Europe! Czechoslovakia has been annihilated, but not 
the Czechs. They are a gallant, self-reliant people which has 
often been throttled, but never killed, by three centuries of 
foreign domination. 

As a leading member of the ‘ secession states’ from the old 
Dual Monarchy, and as Great Britain’s allies in the 1914-18 
War, the Czechs, until the Anschluss, found their greatest 
difficulty with Hungary, which always demanded greater 
favours for the Hungarian minorities in Czech territory than 
for those in Rumania and Jugoslavia. Hungary’s policy, 
backed by Germany, was to drive a wedge into the Little 
Entente, the rallying point of Western democratic ideas in 
Central Europe. The Munich agreement has of course 
mightily furthered the German-Hungarian plan, though 
Germany used Hungary like Poland—as a temporary con- 
venience ! Moreover it has strengthened Germany’s position 
in the matter of river communications—the Rhine-Danube 
junction to which reference was made in an earlier chapter. 

At this stage of public knowledge of the Central European 
situation, it is, however, unnecessary to insist on the incalculable 
degree to which Germany’s political and economic domination 
over the smaller states in Mid-Europe has been fortified. Only 
belatedly, and as though grudgingly, did the British Prime 
Minister pay tribute to the magnificent spirit of self-sacrifice 
displayed by the Czechs in their hour of adversity and of 
betrayal. Yet history has recorded that though the present at 
times escapes the Czech nation, the future has always belonged 
toit. The heroism of the Czechs is legendary. ‘ They fought 
like Titans,’ say the chroniclers of the Battle of the White 
Mountain, but that was the signal for the German Emperor 
Ferdinand to proceed to savage reprisals against the Protestant 
Czechs. The nobility was decimated, all liberties were 
abolished and the elective monarchy of Bohemia was declared to 
be an hereditary appanage of the Habsburgs. The Bohemian 
élite were replaced by German freebooters, the forefathers of 
the modern Sudeten Germans. The towns were depopulated, 
and the Czechs who had led the insurrection against tyranny, 
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after having had their right hands cut off, were decapitated or 
burnt alive by their German conquerors. ‘ The assassination 
of a nation in benefit of Germanization’ was how Professor 
Ernest Denis has described it. The Czechs can hold their 
heads.up. It is we who must bow our heads, as the Czechs of 
to-day look the modern German Kaiser proudly between the 
eyes and cry Ave, Imperator, morituri te salutant. 


‘But,’ proclaims Germany, ‘the Treaty of Versailles was 
iniquitous.’ While giving due weight to the errors it may have 
contained, it is difficult to forget the kind of treaties a victorious 
Germany dictates. Let us at least not forget what a Diktat 
really means when it is Germany which imposes it! By the 
Brest-Litovsk Treaty signed with a defeated and convulsed 
Russia on March 3, 1918, Poland, the Courland, Lithuania, 
Livonia and Esthonia were taken from Russia to be divided 
between Germany and Austria as their booty. In Asia Minor, 
territories were given up by Russia to Turkey, and the terms 
imposed were so harsh that the Soviets declared the peace to be 
‘painful, forced and dishonouring.’ The Rumanian Peace 
Treaty, dictated by Germany on May 7, 1918, was as harsh as 
the Soviets found theirs, for it ruined Rumania economically by 
placing the country’s wheat and oil production completely 
under Germany’s control. Meanwhile the Germans had syste- 
matically and thoroughly carried out a wide-scale sabotage in 
the North of France, in order to kill French industry. The 
memory of Germans and more especially of Germanophils 
answers to the convenient definition of memory, given by the 
little boy, as ‘ a thing you forget with.’ 

That as to the past. What then of the future? It is not 
difficult to forecast it in the light of the past. 

In the first place, it would be well to bear in mind not what 
Herr Hitler told Mr. Chamberlain about his territorial ambi- 
tions, but what he laid down as Germany’s objectives in Mein 
Kampf. He has hitherto implemented those objectives with 
the awful consistency of a fanatical mystic. This is what he 
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wrote: ‘ When the territory of the Reich contains all Germans 
. .. the moral right will be born for the German people to ac- 
quire foreign lands. The ploughshare will then be replaced by 
the sword, and the tears of war will prepare the harvests of the 
future world.’ Germany’s trouble after 1918, which Adolf 
Hitler voiced so accurately, was not that she was not going to be 
allowed to live in peace, but that she might not be allowed to 
make war in the future. 

It is impossible to place too much emphasis on the logical 
sequence of Nazi Germany to Hohenzollern Germany. One 
more glance at the past will show that there has been no break 
of continuity in Germany’s world ‘ policy,’ but that the Nazi 
régime is merely the modern version of it. _ 

The University of Berlin was created in 1810 by the king of 
Prussia, and Fichte was the first Rector. In his ‘ Discourses 
to the German People ’ Fichte expressed his views on the Jews 
thus: ‘ To give civil rights to the Jews is possible only on one 
condition: that their heads be all cut off in a single night, and a 
new one given to them which shall not contain a single Jewish 
idea.’ oe 

As to the war psychosis, let us consult Treitschke, who was 
lecturer at Leipzig and had a profound influence on German 
youth from 1859 until his death in 1896. ‘ War,’ he proclaimed, 
‘is not only a practical necessity, but also a theoretical necessity : 
it is a requirement of logic. The concept of the State implies 
the concept of war, for the essence of the state is power. The 
State is the people organized into a sovereign power ’—a phrase 
which Hitler himself has not bettered, for on analysis it is the 
antithesis of democracy, since it presupposes the process of 
‘ organization from on high’ which was Luther’s doctrine of 
Obrigkeit. 

What has been the Jeitmotif of the education of German 
children since 1920? Karl Raab’s Seventh Year Class Book, 
used in Weimar Germany, contains the following typical passage 
fromawork by Rudolf Sohm on ‘the essence of the modern state’: 
“The State exists for war. War is not a force of destruction, 
but on the contrary a constructive force which builds up 
society. Without war the social edifice would not exist as we 
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know it, neither authorities nor law. From the Christian point 
of view, there must be Authority ’—Luther’s Obrigkeit again !— 
‘ therefore there must be war, for without war there could be no 
government.’ That is what Germany’s young men of military 
age learnt when they were youngsters, while Hitler’s own pro- 
gramme for the education of Youth is the purest Nietzsche. It 
includes ‘the struggle for expansion,’ the ‘struggle for the 
Race,’ and ‘ the realization of the historic Will of the German.’ 
In Hohenzollern Germany, Professor Karl Lamprecht was 
fond of announcing that nobody would dare deny there was a 
“German Christian God’ who appeared ‘strong and jealous ’ 
to the foreigner. The Nazis have no particular respect for any 
Christian God, but their loud-speaker, Adolf Hitler, has been 
at pains to proclaim that God is with him and the German 
people. That would not be of great importance, if it were 
merely a rhetorical rodomontade, but the trouble is that it is the 
essential part of the mystical belief that the Germans are a 
predestined race, whose all-sufficient justification for wishing 
to enslave the rest of rhankind is that they, and they only, have 
the secret of auto-regeneration. They have performed all the 
Siegfried dragon ritual and now the Niebelung treasure is theirs 
by right. They have only one fear, and that is that the Bol- 
shevist Hagen knows their weak spot, for at the first reverse 
which the Nazi régime suffers, such chaos will follow that, by 
contrast, even the fearsome and fiery ending of the Race of the 
Gods will look like a suburban bonfire on Guy Fawkes Day. 
The Nazi growth is based on tradition, just as autarky is the 
continuation of the State control inaugurated by Rathenau in 
Weimar Germany. The Nazi doctrine has been a coherent 
development of Germany’s past: it is misleading to consider it 
merely as a hysterical outgrowth. Never for one single 
instant since 1871 has Germany ceased to be imperialist. 
Never has she ceased to be a Reich. The Weimar Republic 
was nothing but a republican facade hiding an imperialist 
Reich that continued. If Hohenzollern Germany had won the 
1914-18 War, it could not but have developed into Nazism 
under another name. The Pan-German spirit was and remains 
the same. Nazism has modernized it, popularized it; but the 
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structure is the same, even in its economic elements. In 
exchange for not being allowed to walk in processions under the 
Red Flag, the German people are given cheap motor cars and 
cheap radio sets. That is the Nazi way. The Hohenzollern 
way would have been to shoot them down. The English way 
is to allow the processions, and to hope that the people will then 
be too tired to worry overmuch about their personal wants in 
the joy of celebrating their political freedom. The Nazi way 
retains the feudalism and the industrial magnates, the Junkers, 
and the war lords of the Hohenzollern régime ; but it has known 
how to conscript the whole life of the nation in the sacrosanct 
military fashion which the German people understands and 
appreciates, for it saves them the trouble of political thinking. 
Within that military organization the structural parts of the 
Hohenzollern Reich have remained intact, and Germany’s 
political development remains entirely arrested. It is now as 
then ‘ Germany against a world in arms ’"—that remains, as it 
always was, the sole political conception, the unique political 
ideal of the German people, an ideal for which they are capable 
of immense sacrifices. 

The secret of Hitler’s success is not that he is a good psycho- 
logist, but that he is the unconscious expression of the German 
psychosis. He is elemental: atavistic. His appeal is more 
than convincing: it is overwhelming. At his side all the vital 
elements of the old Reich-structure combine to maintain their 
respective positions and to strengthen them. Theirs is a 
difficult réle and they walk warily. They must expand and 
thrive on the shoulders of the people. And the réle they have 
assigned to Hitler is to be their prophet of expansionism. This 
mission he interprets mystically as the Germanism (Deutschtum) 
which all German prophets before him taught, under the dis- 
advantage, however, of not having the ‘ mike ’ at their disposal. 
Wireless has been Hitler’s most valuable ally since 1933. 
‘ Wireless is the most modern means of ruling a nation; and we 
Germans discovered it,’ said Goebbels in August 1938. There 
was, he added, no room for any but ‘ political wireless’ in 
Germany. 

Moreover Hitler has long felt within himself, as he stated in 
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his book, the ability of conveying his German message to the 

—~ German people. Indeed if ever there was a head of a State who 
could talk of ‘ my people’ it is the Fiihrer. They are his to 
mould, not as he thinks to his will, but as he probably does not 
for an instant suspect, to the dictates of the dominant caste in 
the Reich: the trinity of Junkers, industrial magnates and war 
lords. The Kaiser too was a tool in the hands of the same 
trinity of interests. But there is this difference. Hitler is 
a popular orator of no subtleties, and there is in Nazi Germany 
no Prince von Biilow to comfort the world by a declaration in 
the Reichstag that the Head of the State will in future mind his 
P’s and Q’s in his public utterances. 

The control of the State over the individual in Germany has, 
by a logical and almost natural transition, passed from the 
Hohenzollern stage of prohibition of an inordinate number of 
things to the Nazi stage of compulsion of practically everything. 
But that is not irksome to the German. On the contrary, it 
merely gives practical expression to his ideal of what he con- 
siders orderly life, being unable to distinguish that from 
ordered life. Even for those who might in other circumstances 
be called the proletariat, this compulsory life answers to the 
conception of German communism, for the State is felt to be so 
powerful that the wealth of the few must be likewise under the 
full control of the government. The real condition of affairs 
in that respect is hidden from the people behind the cloud of 
propaganda speeches and the social benefits conferred on the 
labouring classses. Thus the claim to unity of Reich, Fiihrer 
and People is no idle boast. It is a stupendous growth. That 
is its weakness. It is a vertical growth, and a breath of adverse 
wind might send all three toppling to their combined ruin. 
Germany must go on from victory to victory or disintegrate. 
“World Conquest or Downfall’ is a phrase pregnant with 
meaning. 


‘ Forty Years On’ seems a long time ahead when one sings it 
at school, but fifty years back or forward in the life of nations 
are as ‘ short as the watch that ends the night.’ 
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It is only fifty years since Wilhelm I of Germany died, to be 
succeeded, after a few brief weeks, by the Second William now 
a resident at Doorn. Wilhelm I was a youth when Napoleon 
was marching across Germany and the rest of Europe, and he 
was eighteen when the Battle of Waterloo was fought. William 
the Talkative was a boy of eleven when Sedan was fought and 
the new Reich proclaimed at Versailles, and he is still alive to 
see Hitler’s modern Drang nach Osten. The interval between 
the French Revolution, of which Hitler has such a horror, and 
Soviet Russia and the Nazi Greater Germany is very, very small. 

How did we stand fifty years ago? Has anything really 
changed in England? Our essayists were patronizingly des- 
cribing ‘ the utter chaos into which France, politically and con- 
stitutionally, has fallen. Only the fear of Germany, and the 
desire to be strong as against Germany, prevents the various 
factions from flying at each other’s throats.’ 

As to the Mediterranean, we find complaints that Britain 
has not looked after her ‘ vital interests’ there. ‘ Germany,’ 
we read, ‘ has covered the Moorish coasts with trading establish- 
ments, and her Minister there is constantly summoned to 
Berlin upon questions of the international status of Morocco, or 
German relations with the Court of Fez. Italy has not been 
idle, were it only for her hatred of France and her ambition to 
display herself in her new character as a naval and a would-be 
colonizing Power. It is with these rivals that we, the owners of 
Gibraltar and former owners of Tangier, have to deal.’ In 
Italy, our fathers were told, ‘ we have perhaps not an enemy, 
but certainly a rival.’ 

How did our political essayists of fifty years ago view our 
ability to impress our views and impose our ‘authority on the 
rest of Europe? ‘ It is,’ we read, ‘ the private conviction of our 
military impotence that disinclines so many of our Ministers 
to resist aggressive claims by foreign Powers.’ That was 
written in 1887, not in 1938! ‘ The British public,’ goes on the 
writer, ‘ will not listen to demands of men and money which 
shall be really adequate to the need. . .. The next European war 
is not, of course, within England’s power to fix at a date or to 
restrain within limits personally convenient to herself. England 
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is perfectly willing to pour out many millions whenever her 
previous unwillingness to spend one million in safeguards shall 
have proved to be disastrous folly. . . . The bulk of our public 
men discern a present financial advantage in the system of 
leaving everything to the last minute.’ 

Let us turn to The National Review of January 1888, and 
see what the supporters of one of Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s 
prececessors, Lord Salisbury, had to say about the general 
situation in Europe and about British policy. We read that the 
year 1887 had ‘ closed on the European Continent with rumours 
and menaces of War, more feverish and alarming than any of 
the previous threats of a similar character that have kept 
recurring during the last twelvemonth. This time, moreover, 
the note of anxiety has proceeded from Vienna.’ The writer 
then goes on to point out that ‘ the wise Rulers of Germany, in 
their far-seeing resolution, may conclude that it is imperative to 
paralyse the power of Russia before that Power finds a favour- 
able opportunity of joining hands with France.’ In other 
words, the die-hard Tories of 1888 are like their successors of 
1938 in qualifying the Rulers of Germany (with a capital R, by 
the way!) as ‘ wise.’ Not only did they approve her 
Drang nach Osten policy, but they were perfectly willing to 
sacrifice France, if that would help their German friends. 

I have in previous chapters referred to the Congress of 
Berlin as of considerable importance in appreciating Central 
Europe problems to-day. The National Review, alluding to 
it in 1888, said that ‘enlightened by what he had heard and 
learnt at the Conference of Constantinople, Lord Salisbury was 
disposed to favour rather a division of the Balkan Peninsula 
from North to South than from East to West. . . . But Lord 
Beaconsfield, partly from his habitual impatience with argu- 
ments based on the study of details [like President Wilson at a 
later epoch], but still more because he wished to take his stand 
on something the English Electoral Body could easily under- 
stand [like the ‘ Hang the Kaiser!’ slogan’, adhered stubbornly 
to the line of demarcation roughly traced by the range of the 
Balkan mountains. ‘England draws the line there,” he said, 
running his finger over the map; and it was in defence of this 
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frontier that he ordered the special train that was to convey him 
from Berlin, in case Russia rejected the line, and so won the 
lasting admiration of Prince Bismarck.’ 

It is doubtful, however, if Bismarck, though fully appreciat- 
ing a theatrical gesture of the kind he himself knew so well how 
to use, formed his opinion of Beaconsfield from that incident. 
Subtle himself, he admired the subtlety and patience by which 
Disraeli had hoisted himself into his political position in Eng- 
land, and his concern at the Congress of Berlin was not to 
know what pretensions the other delegates had or wished to 
defend, but to find out what ‘the old Jew’ intended to do. 
Beaconsfield’s line ‘ from there to there ’ was as a matter of fact 
not subtle at all. It was a typically English gesture, dictated by 
a typically English habit of mind of not wanting to be bothered 
about things he did not understand. But that form of over- 
simplification is no solution of problems. Nor did Beacons- 
field himself think so, for he afterwards declared in the House 
of Lords that the Haemus, as he called it, giving a more classical- 
sounding name to the Balkan Mount, did not really constitute 
an adequate military barrier. The true defence of the Balkan 
states, he declared, must be found in the ‘ vital spirit of man,’ 
as in the case of every imaginable frontier. The Czechs in 
1938 knew that, and were willing to prove it, but London and 
Paris forgot it till it was too late. 

The foreign policy of this country has generally been 
determined in direct contradiction to the sentiment of the 
common people, who are invariably called upon to pay for 
the mistakes of their governments. When Mr. Gladstone was 
crying ‘ Hands Off!’ to Germany in respect of the Drang nach 
Osten, Lord Salisbury was anticipating Herr Hitler by hailing 
Austria as the ‘ Warder of the Balkans,’"—the Ostmark! And he 
greeted the occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Austria as 
glad tidings of great joy. That was in 1878. But Disraeli, in 
his last speech in the House of Commons in 1876, had declared 
that ‘ whatever may be the fate of the Eastern part of Europe. . . 
our influence in that part of the world can never be looked upon 
with indifference.’ During the past decade at least, the 
leaders of the Conservative Party seem to have limited their 
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admiration for Lord Beaconsfield to laying primroses on his 
statue once a year, and to have forgotten to look up those aspects 
of his foreign policy which, however imperfect, might have 
helped them to frame a foreign policy in the real interests of the 
British nation. 

Those who have personal knowledge of the feeling of humbler 
French people working in Germany, and of some of the same 
class of Germans working in France, are perfectly well aware 
how well-disposed to each other such French and Germans are 
to-day, and how ardently they desire that their respective 
governments should adopt a policy by which both nations could 
live peaceably side by side. What is our English contribution 
to that better understanding, knowing as we do the special 
conditions of oppression and lack of political freedom under 
which the rank and file of German people live? When Metter- 
nich applied to Lord Palmerston for Britain’s help in crushing 
the Liberal movement in Austria in 1848, he received the reply 
that ‘ Your policy of crushing all opposition is fatal, and leads to 
an explosion as surely as in the case of a hermetically sealed 
boiler which has no safety valve. . . . You should mitigate the 
harshness of the system.’ Have British ministers to-day for- 
gotten how to write such despatches? They appear in any case 
to have forgotten how to place this country in a position in 
which such despatches would be heeded, if they were written. 

Official visits by British Prime Ministers to Germany have 
had some curious results. In 1878 Lord Beaconsfield un- 
wittingly played Germany’s political game and brought back 
Peace with Honour. In 1938 Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s policy 
and that of his predecessor left him no choice but to play 
Germany’s game, and all he could have brought back was 
Peace. He stayed a little longer, however, and brought back 
Peace—and a Scrap of Paper. 

Well, thank God for peace ! Let us eat and drink, for to-morrow 
we still have to solve the problems left over from yesterday. 
For Europe the problem of the new epoch is the social 
problem. Its peaceful solution has now become more difficult, 
because Germany’s Drang nach Osten is stronger than ever. 
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